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Abstract
Alcohol consumption on college campuses is a very real and dangerous problem
that college administrators face. There is a disconnection of the student influences and
behaviors in regards to the level of their alcohol consumption. Limited knowledge on the
definition of binge drinking, social norms in terms of alcohol consumption, and the true
influences of alcohol consumption adds to this disconnection in regards of college
prevention and intervention programs. Through a deeper understanding of student
influences in relation to their level of alcohol consumption, a decrease in negative
behaviors and consequences of drinking can occur on campuses. An examination of the
socio-ecological model of prevention can serve as a tool to understand these influences.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the socio-ecological
model of prevention and the level to which a college student consumes alcohol.
Specifically, this study investigated the influences of alcohol consumption by
college students in Missouri through a quantitative survey research design. This study
was conducted at 19 Missouri colleges and universities varying in type and student
population. From the 19 institutions, 99 student respondents were yielded from the
quantitative survey. The survey was voluntary for student participation therefore the data
analysis was generalisable to only those that participated in the survey.
The data collected from the survey was analyzed using a multiple regression. The
study looked specifically at the relationship between the level to which a student
consumes alcohol and six independent variables: the individual, relationship, community,
and societal factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention, the age of a student, and
the sex of the student. The findings of this study indicated a relationship of 28.9%
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between the model as a whole (all six independent variables) and the level of alcohol
consumption. There was also a relationship indicated between the individual, community,
and societal factors and the sex of the student. There was no statistical significance in the
relationship between the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model and alcohol
consumption as well as the age of the student and the level of alcohol consumption.

2

ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION AT MISSOURI POSTSECONDARY
INSTITUTIONS AND THE SOCIO-ECOLOGICAL MODEL OF PREVENTION

Janelle A. Densberger, B.A., M.A.

A Dissertation Presented to the Graduate Faculty
Saint Louis University in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements of the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2011

! Copyright by
Janelle A. Densberger
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
2011

i

COMMITTEE IN CHARGE OF CANDIDACY:
Associate Professor Karen Myers,
Chairperson and Advisor
Assistant Professor Mary Domahidy
Associate Professor Douglas Rush

ii

DEDICATION
To my family- my Mom, Dad, brother Jeffrey, sister Jennifer, and nephew and
niece, Patrick and Jaclyn. Thank you for always understanding my time away from
family obligations and supporting me throughout the duration of my doctoral degree. I
look forward to trading in academic books for a little auntie Nel-Nel time with the family.
Especially to my dad- your work ethic inspires me. I hope the rest of the world is
ready for a second Dr. Densberger.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
There are not enough words on this page to express the gratitude I have toward
those who have assisted and supported me through this process.
Thank you to my dissertation committee- Dr. Myers, Dr. Rush, and
Dr. Domahidy. The countless hours they have spent assisting me through this process and
supporting all of the ‘ups and downs’ are too much to state. I could not have done this
without their dedication. I would also like to give a very special thanks to all the
professors who have taught me many lessons throughout my degree program. I am a
better professional and educator because of each of them.
Thank you to my colleagues in Student Development. Their constant passion
about what they do and their dedication to Student Affairs has been a true inspiration to
me. I would especially like to thank Susan Krieg for being my cheerleader, supporter, and
fellow ‘study buddy’ throughout my entire doctoral program. And a special thank you to
Shelley Sawalich for always offering that sense of perspective and endless advice, which
has been a true blessing. I am blessed to call so many colleagues my friends.
Thank you to all the students that I have been honored to work with over the
years. They all are why I do what I do, and have shaped who I am. I would especially like
to thank Adriana Black, who worked with me in my office during the duration of writing
my dissertation. Her assistance in helping me stay organized and on top of my work was
immense. Her constant support and encouragement is too much for words. Thank you for
allowing me to grow with you.
And finally, thank you to my family. For your love and support. Always.

iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS
List of Tables .................................................................................................................... vii
List of Figures .................................................................................................................. viii!
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY!
Introduction............................................................................................................. 1!
Introduction to the Object of Study ........................................................................ 1!
Object of Study ....................................................................................................... 3!
Rationale ................................................................................................................. 3!
Purpose Statement................................................................................................... 7!
Key Concepts/Ideas ................................................................................................ 7!
Variables ............................................................................................................... 10!
Hypotheses............................................................................................................ 10!
Methodology ......................................................................................................... 11!
Limitations ............................................................................................................ 12!
Glossary of Terms................................................................................................. 13!
Chapter Summary ................................................................................................. 15!
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction........................................................................................................... 16!
Drinking on College Campuses ............................................................................ 16!
Impact of Alcohol Intervention Programs ............................................................ 24!
The Socio-Ecological Model of Prevention.......................................................... 29!
Student Behavior Influences in regards to Alcohol Consumption........................ 32!
Chapter Summary ................................................................................................. 40
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction........................................................................................................... 41!
Research Design.................................................................................................... 41!
Purpose of the Study ............................................................................................. 42!
Variables ............................................................................................................... 42!
Hypothesis……………………………………………….……………………… 43
Population ............................................................................................................. 44!
Instrumentation ..................................................................................................... 45
Limitations ……………………………………………………………………... 47
Risks ……………………………………………………………………………. 47
Benefits ……………………………………………………………………….....48
Data Collection ..................................................................................................... 48!
Data Analysis ........................................................................................................ 49!
Chapter Summary ................................................................................................. 52!
CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
Introduction........................................................................................................... 53!
Instrument Development....................................................................................... 54!
Findings for Hypothesis Testing........................................................................... 62!
v

Multiple Regression Findings and Results ........................................................... 67!
Chapter Summary ................................................................................................. 71!
CHAPTER 5: EXPLANATIONS AND CONCLUSION
Introduction........................................................................................................... 72!
Explanations.......................................................................................................... 72!
Limitations ............................................................................................................ 75!
Implications........................................................................................................... 77!
Chapter Summary ................................................................................................. 81!
Summary of the Study .......................................................................................... 82!
Appendix A....................................................................................................................... 83
Appendix B ....................................................................................................................... 91!
Appendix C ....................................................................................................................... 93
References......................................................................................................................... 99
Vita Auctoris................................................................................................................... 104!!

vi

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1:

Descriptive Statistics …………………………………………………….59

Table 2:

Reliability Statistics for the Individual Factor …………………………..60

Table 3:

Reliability Statistics for the Relationship Factor ………………………..61

Table 4:

Reliability Statistics for the Community Factor …………………...……61

Table 5:

Reliability Statistics for the Societal Factor …….………………………62

Table 6:

Correlations ……………………………………………………………..64

Table 7:

Correlations and Collinearity……………………………………………64

Table 8:

ANOVA …………………………………………………………………67

Table 9:

Model Summary ………………………………………………………...67

Table 10:

Coefficients ……………………………………………………………..68

vii

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1:

Normal P-P Plot Regression Standardized Residual ……………….…65

Figure 2:

Scatterplot ………………….………………………………………… 66

viii

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the proposed study, which examines college
student alcohol consumption and the socio-ecological model of prevention. In this
chapter, the following areas will be addressed: object of study, rationale, purpose, key
concepts, variables, hypotheses, methodology, limitations, and glossary.
Introduction to the Object of Study
“Most college students don’t drink heavily. But many do, and they create
problems for themselves, their fellow students, and their colleges and universities, and
these institutions should play a role in addressing the problem” (Dowdall, 2009, p. 1).
Binge drinking, in fact, could arguably be the “No. 1 public health hazard and the
primary source of preventable morbidity and mortality for the more than 6 million fulltime college students in America” (Wechsler, Dowdall, Davenport, & Castillo, 1995,
p. 921). Moreover, college presidents have identified high-risk drinking as a “moderate”
or “major” problem on college campuses (DeJong & Langford, 2002, p. 140). This has
made behaviors related to alcohol consumption a top priority on many college campuses.
Alcohol consumption on college campuses has been a growing trend and has been
directly linked to negative behaviors (Dowdall, 2009). College institutions have
implemented alcohol prevention and intervention programs and other resources in an
effort to assist with risk reduction of the negative behaviors resulting from the use of
alcohol on college campuses. While some institutions utilize these programs to target the
entire student body, often times alcohol intervention programs target underage students
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who report drinking (DeJong, Vince-Whitman, Colthurst, Cretella, Gilbreath, Rosati, &
Zweig, 1998, p. 16-17).
While research has been done on college drinking trends and negative behaviors
resulting from drinking, there is limited research on the effectiveness of alcohol
intervention programs in relation to the risk reduction of negative behaviors on college
students (Wechsler, Nelson, & Weitzman, 2000). Despite having little evidence-based
research in this area, colleges and universities have a responsibility to ensure there are
prevention and alternative programs provided for students to reduce risk of students who
consume alcohol (DeJong, et al, 1998). Additionally, it is important that these prevention
and alternative programs are effective at reducing risk on college campuses in regards to
alcohol use and abuse (Lewis, 2007). An understanding of the influences on student
behavior assists in an institution’s ability to create an intervention program and resources
that will reduce this negative behavior on campus.
In order to understand how risk is reduced from excessive drinking on college
campuses, one must understand what influences students in this decision-making process.
Research indicates there are many influences as to why a student may or may not decide
to drink while in college (Baer, 2002; Perkins, 1999; Weschler, Dowdall, Davenport, &
Castillo, 1995; Wood, 1997). Such sources of influence include family and religious
values, peer interactions, the campus environment, and the culture of drinking that
society exudes (Perkins, 1999; Wood, 1997). These influences can assist college
administrators in further developing effective intervention programs on their college
campuses. This study will examine the relationship between level of alcohol consumption
of college students and the socio-ecological model of prevention.
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Object of Study
The object of this study is alcohol consumption related to student behavior while
in college.
Rationale
The rationale for this study is grounded in four ideas: drinking on college
campuses, negative behaviors resulting from drinking on college campuses, development
and growth of alcohol intervention programs on college campuses, and the influences as
to why college students decide whether or not to binge drink.
Drinking on college campuses
Alcohol consumption, or drinking, is a growing issue on college campuses across
the country and will continue to grow if intervention does not change (DeJong, et al.,
1998). To further the concern, most students who participate in alcohol consumption
partake in binge drinking. It is estimated that more than 44 percent of college students
engage in binge drinking behavior (Dreer, Ronan, Ronan, Dush, & Elliott, 2004).
However, of more concern is the perception of binge drinking on a college campus and
the lack of students’ awareness of this as problem. Students see binge drinking as a onetime incident rather than a behavior that develops and escalates over a period of time
(Perkins, 2002).
Excessive drinking by college students makes an impact that goes deeper than just
the college community. According to Wechsler, et al (1995), it has been indicated that
Recent epidemiological evidence demonstrates clearly that binging is associated
with substantially higher risks of acute health problems such as serious injury,
especially resulting from auto crashes, unplanned and unsafe sex, assault and
aggressive behavior, and a spectrum of drinking-related social problems. (p. 921)
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Drinking not only presents risks at the time that students are consuming alcohol,
but can create many secondary risks as well. Many institutions examine these risks and
make efforts to prevent binge drinking on campus. However, over the past 15 years, there
has been limited impact evidence to support risk reduction as a direct correlation of these
binge drinking preventative programs (Seibring, San Giovanni, Weitzman, Kelley, &
Wechsler, 2005). There is limited research to show the positive impact these programs
may have on students. As the percentage of students who binge drink continues to grow,
the reported number of alcohol-related negative behaviors on college campuses grows as
well.
Negative behaviors resulting from drinking on college campuses
College campuses have seen a growing trend of negative behaviors resulting from
alcohol consumption by students. Specifically, according to the National College Health
Association (2009), the number of negative behaviors reported by underage students who
drink, has been on the rise. “Frequent [drinkers], comprising of one-fourth of all students
nationally, account for more than three-fifths of serious alcohol-related problems on
campus and drink almost three-quarters of all the alcohol consumed by college students”
(Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002, p. 149). In other words, it is reported that 62 percent of
alcohol related injuries and 65 percent of property damage are caused by students who
report drinking (Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002, p. 149). However, there are many other
negative effects from alcohol related incidents.
Some would argue that the negative behaviors resulting from alcohol
consumption exceed that of just injuries, property damage, or vandalism. Dowdall (2009)
reported, “college drinking has risen as a social problem” (p. 12). In fact, he continued to
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argue that binge drinking is a health hazard and is one of the most preventable hazards,
specifically in regards to negative behaviors for college students in America (Dowdall,
2009). College students are affected by these negative behaviors both directly and
indirectly, whether through property damage, death, or any other alcohol related incident
(Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002). Colleges have a responsibility to work with students to
create an environment that supports healthy behavior and positive decision-making in
regards to alcohol consumption.
Development and growth of alcohol intervention programs on college campuses
“A natural response for colleges wishing to address drinking on campus is to
educate students on alcohol use,” however, “the heaviest drinkers too easily ignore all
this; indeed they do not view their drinking as a problem” (Wechsler, Nelson, &
Weitzman, 2000, p. 54). There is a void between alcohol education and risk reduction. As
a result, college institutions implemented alcohol intervention programs. These programs
were developed to provide educational resources and opportunities, prevention methods,
and alcohol alternatives to campus social life and activities (DeJong, 2002). Overtime,
alcohol intervention programs began providing not only education and prevention
resources but also late-night alcohol alternative programs not centered on the
consumption of alcohol. Providing alternatives for students outside of the typical college
scene of alcohol consumption assists with risk reduction relate to high risk drinking
(Partners In Prevention, 2010).
“Educational programs are a necessary but insufficient preventive measure. Also
required are efforts to change the physical, social, economic, and legal environment that
affects alcohol and drug use” (DeJong, et al., 1998, p. 2). A comprehensive alcohol
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intervention program on a college campus is a tool for creating this environmental
change. Despite this, there is little research on the effectiveness of alcohol intervention
programs (Dowdall, 2009, p. 1). Evidenced-based research assists in providing a
framework for the effectiveness of alcohol intervention programs.
Dowdall (2009) reported, “many schools offer alcohol-free activities, though they
have proved unsuccessful” (p. 126). However, no evidence is offered to support such a
statement. The inclination is there are no solid results of risk reduction in relation to the
alcohol intervention programs, however there is no data to support such inclinations as
suggested by Dowdall (2009). Research does indicate however, that risk is reduced
through the understanding of student influences as to why they drink (DeJong, et al.,
1998; Dowdall, 2009; Perkins, 1997; Weschler, 1995). Through this understanding,
college institutions may better assist students in their intervention approach on campus.
Influences as to why college students drink in college
There are many factors that influence a student’s decision whether or not to drink
in college. These factors are influenced at an individual, relationship, community, and
societal level: the four factors of the Socio-Ecological Model of Prevention
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Research has supported the influences as to why students decide
to drink, specifically binge drink (Boyd, Howard, &Zucker, 1995; Goodale, 1986; Hu &
Kuht, 2003; Murphy, Hoyme, Colby, & Borsari, 2006). However, there is insufficient
research to support the influences of student behavior regarding alcohol use. According
to Stokols (1996), student behaviors can be placed into the four factors of the socioecological model. Within the context of these four factors, the specific influences on a
student’s decision to drink are identified in regards to college campus resources and
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outside influences that may impact their decisions (Dowdall, 2009). Research indicates
that the key influences on student behavior are family and religious values, peer and
group interactions, the campus culture of drinking, as well as society’s view on college
drinking (Perkins, 1997). The influences on student behavior, in addition to drinking on
college campuses, lead to the purpose of this study.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between the socioecological model of prevention and the level to which a college student consumes
alcohol.
Key Concepts/Ideas
The key concepts and ideas of this study are: socio-ecological model of
prevention and theory, negative behaviors as a result of binge drinking, and alcohol
intervention programs on college campuses.
Socio-ecological model of prevention and theory
The socio-ecological model is a four level model developed to understand
potential influences on prevention strategies. These four levels are: individual,
relationship, community, and societal (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Each one of these
factors has an impact on a decision-making process of college students.
Individual. The first level identifies biological and personal history factors that
may increase the likelihood of a student’s decision-making process in college on whether
or not to drink. Some of these factors are age, education and academic success, income,
religious beliefs, family history, and personal values (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002).
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Relationship. The second level includes factors that increase risk because of
relationships with peers, intimate partners, and family members. A person's closest social
circle- peers, partners, and family members- influence their behavior and contribute to
their range of experience (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Specifically in college, student peer
groups, such as student organization involvement or peers in their residence hall, fall into
this category of the model (Cimini, Martens, Larimer, Kilmer, Neighbors, & Monserrat,
2009). These peers are important relationship for students while in college.
Community. The third level explores the settings, such as schools, workplaces,
and neighborhoods, in which social relationships occur and seeks to identify the
characteristics of these settings that are associated with becoming a potential binge
drinker while in college. This level is where many intervention programs on college
campuses make an impact on the reduction of binge drinking (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002).
Societal. The fourth level looks at the broad societal factors that help create a
climate in which binge drinking might be encouraged or inhibited. These factors include
social and cultural norms. Other large societal factors include the health, economic,
educational, and social policies that help to maintain economic or social inequalities
between groups in society (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Finally, media plays a large role in
the societal factor of the model (Matthews, 2001). For example, a student may perceive
their college experience one way based on the way they have seen the college scene
portrayed in the movies or on the news.
Negative behaviors as result of drinking
Negative behaviors, resulting from drinking, can be defined in several ways for
college student actions. Negative behaviors are those in which students act in a manner in
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which they would not normally engage if they were not under the influence of alcohol
(Fenzel, 2005). According to the National Campus Health Association (2009) examples
of negative behaviors include, but are not limited to: being physically injured, injuring
another person, being involved in a fight, doing something they regretted, forgetting
where they were or what they did, forcing or the threat of being forced into sexual
activity, engaging in unprotected sexual activity, peace disturbance, and vandalism.
Reducing the risk of underage students who engage in alcohol consumption is a
main concern of college campus administrators (DeJong & Langford, 2002, p. 140). For
the purpose of this study, risk reduction is defined as an underage student’s self-reported
reduction of negative behaviors related to the student’s alcohol consumption.
Overview of alcohol intervention programs
Binge drinking is one of the primary concerns of college administrators. Alcohol
intervention programs have been developed on many college campuses in an effort to
control or reduce the amount of binge drinking that does take place, specifically in
regards to negative behaviors (DeJong & Langford, 2002). Alcohol invention programs
are campus resources, opportunities, and events that include one or more of the
following: an educational, prevention oriented, or a social alternative to the traditional
college scene of alcohol consumption on college campuses. Many times, these alcohol
alternative programs take place late at night or on the weekends; times during which
college students would typically consume alcohol. Through the different intervention
tools and programs, colleges and universities attempt to reduce the risk of binge drinking
on a college campus (Dreer, et al., 2004). However, a deeper understanding of the
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influences on student behavior regarding drinking will assist in the development of more
effective intervention programs on college campuses.
Variables
In this study, there are both dependent and independent variables related to
student behavior and level of alcohol consumption. All of these variables were
considered as the study was conducted.

Independent variable
There are six independent variables in this study. Four of the six independent
variables in this study were the four factors of the socio-ecological model: individual,
relationship, community, and societal. The relationship between the four factors and a
student’s drinking behavior were examined. Additionally, the age and sex of the student
served as independent variables to examine the relationship between the age and sex of a
student and the student’s drinking behaviors. These made up the six individual
independent variables for this study.
Dependent variable
The dependent variable in this study was a student’s level of alcohol
consumption. Students identified the quantity and frequency of which they consume
alcohol and the level were given a score, based on their responses, on a scale from nondrinker to heavy drinker.
Hypotheses
The hypotheses for this study are as follows:
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•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the individual factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the community factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the societal factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the age of the student.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the sex of the student.
Methodology
To explore the relationship between the socio-ecological model of prevention and

the influences on students’ drinking behaviors while in college, a quantitative method
was used. Participants were surveyed using an online report tool to assess their
perceptions of their behaviors regarding alcohol consumption in college. A quantitative
method was chosen in order to gain a breadth of knowledge on the influential factors of
the student decision-making process in regards to binge drinking in college.
The survey was administered in conjunction with the Partners in Prevention grant,
a grant funded by the Missouri Division of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse with
11

supplemental funding from the Missouri Division of Highway Safety, Missouri
Foundation for Health, and the Missouri Department of Mental Health. The Partners In
Prevention grant program strives to identify student’s self-reported behaviors on their
alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use while in college. These colleges were selected based
on the colleges and universities participating in the Partners in Prevention grant.
Participants volunteered through the Partners in Prevention administrators from all
undergraduate students, regardless of age or class rank, at the participating institutions. A
link to the online survey was sent to students for their voluntary participation. The
identity and responses of all the survey participants were anonymous. Participants were
surveyed on the specific influences on their behaviors and their alcohol consumption.
Basic demographic information was also collected.
Once the survey was administered, the data was analyzed using the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) program. A standard multiple regression was used to
identify the predictive power between the independent variables (the socio-ecological
model of prevention, sex, and age) and the dependent variable (the level to which a
student consume alcohol).
Limitations
Limitations to this study include the surveyed students’ current engagement in
their own social and personal development. Therefore, their perceptions of their decisions
and behaviors may be subjective to the time they took the survey and their current
mindset. This could result in a skewed perception of their behaviors. Additionally, the
survey results are based on volunteer participants; therefore, the participants were not
random. The number of participants was based on the equation Pallant’s (2007) suggests
12

of N > 50 + 8m (where m = the number of independent variables). However, this
equation is based on that of random samples. Because this survey was voluntary, it may
be true that the survey is only able to be generaliseable to those that completed the
survey.
This study specifically looked at 19 participating schools in the state of Missouri
from whom there is available current data. While the diversity in the type of school is
broad (rural and urban, student enrollment, private and public), this study is limited to
one specific region in the United States. There could be limitations in regards to the way
in which students in the Midwest region respond based upon locale. However, because
this study investigated only schools in Missouri, data analysis was limited to the
generalization of college students in the state of Missouri.
Glossary of Terms
Through the exploration of key concepts of this study, there are several terms that
were identified:
Alcoholic beverage
For the purpose of this study, one alcohol beverage was defined as a “12-ounce
can of beer, a 4-ounce glass of wine, 1 wine cooler, 1 shot of liquor, or 1 mixed drink”
(Pascarella, et al., 2007, p. 721). This definition was used to assist students in their
definitions of their drinking behaviors.
Alcohol alternative programs
For the purpose of this study, alcohol alternative programs were defined as
student activity programs that provide opportunities for students to engage with one
another at events that do not serve alcohol or are non-alcohol centered. Many times, these
13

alcohol alternative programs take place late at night or on the weekends; times in which
college students would typically consume alcohol.
Alcohol intervention programs
Alcohol intervention programs are campus resources, opportunities, and events
that include one or more of the following: an educational, prevention oriented, or a social
alternative to the traditional college scene of alcohol consumption on college campuses.
The term program is used as a comprehensive approach to intervention rather than one
specific program or event on a college campus.
Binge drinking
In this context, binge drinking was defined as “the consumption of a significantly
large amount of alcohol that places the drinker at an increased risk of experiencing
secondhand effects” (Wechsler & Nelson, 2001, p. 287). Binge drinking is specifically
defined as consuming five or more alcoholic beverages consecutively within the past two
weeks for men and consuming four or more alcoholic beverages consecutively within the
past two weeks for women.
Social norms
For the purpose of this study, social norms are defined as the typical attitudes,
expectations, and behaviors that not only characterize a group but also regulate action
(Perkins, 2002). Within the context of this study, social norms will specifically look at
students’ perceptions of alcohol consumption and behaviors of their peers. Social norms
are particularly important to college administrators because of the affect these norms can
have on student behavior regarding alcohol consumption.
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Underage drinking on college campuses
An underage student is defined as any college student who is under the legal
drinking age of 21. Underage drinking on college campuses is a growing trend at higher
education institutions, which is problematic for higher educational institutions across the
United States (Dowdall, 2009).
Chapter Summary
This chapter has reviewed the introduction, rationale, and overview for this study.
Alcohol consumption on college campuses, specifically binge drinking, has been
increasingly problematic for college administrators (DeJong & Langford, 2002). There
are many factors that play a role in this process. When a student makes a decision to
consume alcohol, there are influences on that decision-making process (Dowdall, 2009).
This study examined the relationship between the level of which a student consumes
alcohol while in college and the socio-ecological model of prevention. This quantitative
study attempts to identify the reasons and influences why a student consumes alcohol
during their college experience in an effort to explain useful intervention resources to
support students throughout their college experience. The next chapter will review the
relevant literature as it relates to this study.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter reviews the literature that is foundational to this study as it relates to
the influences of student influences regarding drinking. As the literature was reviewed,
several themes emerged. These themes are divided into four sections: drinking on college
campuses, impact of alcohol intervention programs on college campuses, the socioecological model of prevention, and student behavior influences in regards to alcohol
consumption.
In Section 1, Drinking on College Campuses, literature reviewed discussed the
definitions and understanding of drinking terminology, a culture of high-risk drinking on
college campuses, social norms on college campuses, and students’ perceptions of binge
drinking and risky behaviors. In Section 2, Impact of Alcohol Intervention Programs,
literature reviewed encompassed an historical overview of alcohol intervention programs
and the typical structure of intervention strategies on college campuses. In Section 3, the
Socio-Ecological Model of Prevention, literature reviewed included the overview of the
socio-ecological model of prevention and the use of the socio-ecological model in
relation to alcohol consumption and prevention on college campuses. In Section 4,
Student Behavior Influences in regards to Alcohol Consumption, literature reviewed
examined the specific influences on student behavior regarding drinking.
Drinking on College Campuses
“Over many decades a culture of alcohol has become entwined in school customs,
social lives, and institutions. Wink at it for decades, this culture has a darker side”
(Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002, p. 4). Binge drinking is a growing issue on college
16

campuses across the country and will continue to grow if the behaviors of students do not
change (DeJong, et al., 1998). It is estimated that more than 44 percent of college
students engage in binge drinking behavior (Dreer, et al., 2004). In addition to the high
percentage of students who binge drink, of more concern is the perception of binge
drinking on college campuses and students not seeing binge drinking as a problem.
Students perceive binge drinking as a one-time incident rather than a behavior that
develops and escalates over a period of time (Perkins, 2002). In fact, many students view
their behaviors as a result of drinking as humorous, fun and enjoyable (Murphy, et al.,
2006). In this section, the definition and understanding of binge drinking will be
examined. Additionally, this section will address the culture of high-risk drinking, social
norms on college campuses, and students’ perceptions of binge drinking and risky or
negative behaviors.
Definition and understanding of drinking terminology
Binge drinking is a term that is often used; however, there are many ways in
which it can be defined. The term binge drinking is often overused and misconstrued
because of its many definitions and the interpretations that may come from such broad
definitions. In general, binge drinking is perceived to be when someone consumes an
excessive amount of alcohol. However, often times there is no clear definition of
“excessive” or the term is often misinterpreted from person to person or study to study
(Wechsler & Nelson, 2001).
The most commonly used definition of binge drinking is “the consumption of a
significantly large amount of alcohol to place the drinker at an increased risk of
experiencing secondhand effects” (Wechsler & Nelson, 2001, p. 287). In this context,
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binge drinking is specifically defined as five or more drinks in a sittng in the past two
weeks with men and four or more drinks in a sitting in the past two weeks for women
(Perkins, 2002; Wechsler & Nelson, 2001). This terminology is considered the 5/4
definition of binge drinking.
When examining the definition of binge drinking, it is also important to look at
the definition of ‘drink’. One alcoholic drink is defined as a “12-ounce can of beer, a 4ounce glass of wine, 1 wine cooler, 1 shot of liquor, or 1 mixed drink” (Pascarella, et al.,
2007, p. 721). This definition clarifies any misconstrued perception of just how much is
considered to be one drink. Often times a student may see a beverage that contains
several shots of liquor in it as one drink, when in fact it may be three or four (Perkins,
2002). This perception can lead to problems with binge drinking because of the student’s
lack of understanding of the amount of alcohol he or she may be consuming. This can
also create difficulty in addressing alcohol consumption on a college campus because the
perception of use is unclear.
It is also important to note that there is some controversy over the term binge
drinking and the way in which it is defined above. One part of the controversy is that the
term binge means “bender” which implies a period of drinking to excess lasting for
several days (Porter & Pryor, 2007). There is some controversy regarding the
commonality of five drinks being considered binge drinking, in fact, this could be
considered to be overstating the behavior. Some college students would argue that in their
campus culture five drinks might actually be considered responsible drinking behavior
(Wechsler & Nelson, 2001). Despite these controversies, the 5/4 definition of binge
drinking is one of the most commonly used terms (Wechsler & Nelson, 2001).
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A culture of high-risk drinking on college campuses
In today’s colleges, frequently there are reported negative behaviors as a result of
student’s alcohol consumption (Perkins, 2002). Though many students might not be
binge drinking to the point of reporting high-risk behaviors, the percentage of those
students who binge drink are responsible for many of the negative behaviors and
consequences as a result. This information feeds into the problem of a culture of high-risk
behaviors, which will continue to escalate as the perception of negative behaviors
continues to grow (Seibring, et al., 2005).
“Recent epidemiological evidence demonstrates clearly that binging is associated
with substantially higher risks of acute health problems such as serious injury, especially
resulting from auto crashes, unplanned and unsafe sex; assault and aggressive behavior;
and a spectrum of drinking-related social problems” (Wechsler, et al.,1995, p. 921).
College campuses have seen a growing trend of negative behaviors as a result of alcohol
consumption by students. Specifically, according to the National College Health
Association (2009), the number of negative behaviors reported by underage students who
drink, has been on the rise. “Frequent [drinkers], who comprise of one-fourth of all
students nationally, account for more than three-fifths of serious alcohol-related problems
on campus and drink almost three-quarters of all the alcohol consumed by college
students” (Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002, p. 149). In other words, 62 percent of alcohol
related injuries and 65 percent of property damage are attributed to students who report
drinking (Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002, p. 149).
Some would argue that the negative behaviors as a result of alcohol consumption
exceed that of just injuries and property damage or vandalism. Dowdall (2009) reported
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“college drinking has risen as a social problem” (p. 12). In fact, Dowdall (2009)
continued to argue that “binge drinking is arguably the No. 1 public health hazard and the
primary source of preventable morbidity and mortality for college students in America”
(p. 18). Whether it is property damage or death from an alcohol related incident, college
students, specifically those who are underage, are affected by these negative behaviors
both directly and indirectly (Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002).
As the culture on college campuses continues to include negative behaviors, the
statistics of students who report binge drinking will continue to rise. In fact, in 2002,
Wechsler reported that 73 percent of fraternity and 57 percent of sorority members are
binge drinkers. Moreover, 58 percent of male athletes and 47 percent of female athletes
also report binge drinking. These statistics continue to grow on many college campuses
(Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002). However, while these statistics are high, the perception
by most college students is that even more students are binge drinking than are actually
being reported. Because of this, an examination of social norms on a college campus is
necessary.
Social norms on college campuses
“Norms are fundamental to understanding social order, as well as variation in
human behavior” (Perkins, 2002, p. 164). This holds true on college campuses,
specifically in terms of alcohol consumption. Student behavior is impacted by the
perception of norms or a community of norms within the context of their college
experience. Students will behave in a certain way, or justify a certain behavior, based on
what their perception of the norm is within their peer environment (Dreer, et. al., 2004).
Through the examination of the different types of norms and the influences these norms
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have on students, there is a significant impact that social norming has on a college
campus.
There are two types of norms that need to be considered when looking at alcohol
consumption on college campuses: attitudinal and behavioral norms. Attitudinal norms
refer to “widely shared beliefs or expectations in a social group about how people in
general or members of the group ought to behave in various circumstances” (Perkins,
2002, p. 165). These types of norms develop through a culture or are created by an
environment or the perception of an environment. For example, many students might
perceive the college culture or environment to fit into a certain mold, such as what they
see in movies or the stories they hear from their older peers or parents. The stories that
these people tell or the way they disclose their college experience can impact the way a
student perceives college (Presley, Meilman, & Leichliter, 2002). When examining
norms on a college campus, attitudinal norms are typically the primary focus in an effort
to close the gap of perceptions and reality in regards to drinking on college campuses.
The second type of norms are behavioral norms which refer to “the most common
actions actually exhibited in a social group, be it the modal category or statistical average
representing what is most typical behavior of group members” (Perkins, 2002, p. 165).
This type of norm is the actual behaviors occurring on a college campus as opposed to a
perception of behavior. For example, an attitudinal norm may be that students believe
‘all’ of their friends get drunk or binge drink on the weekend. Whereas the behavioral
norm might be that only half of their friends actually drink to the point considered binge
drinking and the other half only consume one or two drinks in the course of an evening
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(Sell & Robson, 1998). However, behavior norms are less prevalent in terms of
perception of college students.
Influences on students. There are many factors that may influence a student’s
decision-making process while in college and develop their perception of “norms” while
in college. Three main influences to be discussed are parents, faculty and staff, and peers.
Parents. Parents play a strong role in the development of their children, even as
they enter and journey through college. “Unfortunately, parents tend to underestimate the
degree of influence they have on their child’s decisions to consume alcohol and drugs”
(Forbes, 2001, p. 16). Many students actually report that they have a strong desire to talk
to their parents about these issues. However, in a study in the Journal of American
College Health (Forbes, 1997), few parents reported that they would expect to be
influential or be a part of those discussions with their child. Because of this lack of
involvement, student’s perceptions of the seriousness or importance of alcohol issues on
campus is underemphasized and could result in a disconnection between reality and
perception.
Faculty and staff. From the time students enter college life, they are introduced to
and supported by a plethora of faculty and staff members at their institutions. These
university officials have an impact on students’ perception of their college experience and
what all is involved in college life. Moreover, faculty and staff may actually have the
greatest impact in terms of negating norms because of their connection to the university.
In fact, because faculty and staff have the ability to implement change within the college
community, their ability to make an impact on addressing social norms is broad
(Wechsler & Wuethrich, 2002). Because of this, faculty and staff have a responsibility to
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discuss these norms, as well as the drinking culture, with their students in order to impact
their perception and behaviors (Ryan & DeJong, 1998).
Peers. A student’s peers likely have the most influence on behavior, specifically
when it comes to alcohol use. Peer norms have a greater impact than both parents and
faculty and staff, especially in terms of negative behaviors. Students’ peers have the
ability to influence not only their perceptions but also their behaviors in regards to
alcohol consumption while in college (Dreer, et. al., 2004).
Peers have the opportunity to positively influence one another as well.
Specifically, in a peer relationship in which one peer might have authority over another,
the relationship could assist in addressing more realistic and positive norms (Perkins,
2002). For example, a resident advisor or a student organization leader, because of the
role they hold or their perceived experience or expertise, may have the ability to persuade
a student.
Misconception of peer norms. There are many misconceptions that come from
peer norms, especially in terms of alcohol consumption on college campuses. In fact,
Newton (2000) reported:
We know that social norms sway individual behavior; however, the problem is
that students frequently have a distorted view of the norm. Student alcohol
consumption is a good example. For many reasons—including the media hype on
student drinking episodes, the bravado of students’ “morning after” stories, and
even campus programs that operate from an “ain’t it awful” perspective—the
information that students receive about drinking tends to over-emphasize the
extreme alcohol consumption behaviors of a few students. (p. 16)
Because many students perceive this extreme or excessive alcohol consumption as
the norm in terms of behavior, there is a danger in the way in which students react to such
norms. “Misconception of the norm discourages the more responsible students from
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publicly expressing opposition to heavy drinking and from intervening in potential
situations of peer alcohol misuse” (Perkins, 1997). The misconception of behavior
ultimately could lead to a greater number of students consuming alcohol and binge
drinking simply because of their perception of the norm.
Students’ perceptions of binge drinking and risky behaviors
Students’ perceptions of binge drinking and risky behaviors are often skewed
from the actual reality of drinking behaviors on college campuses. “Most college students
don’t drink heavily. But many do, and they create problems for themselves, their fellow
students, and their colleges and universities, and these institutions should play a role in
addressing the problem” (Dowdall, 2009, p. 1). According to Wechsler and Wuethrich
(2002):
The more you drink, the more difficult it is to be objective about your drinking. In
a survey conducted, 86 percent of the women and 78 percent of men who were
frequent binge drinkers considered themselves to be moderate or light drinkers.
(p. 21)
While a larger percentage of students do not drink in comparison to those that do,
the students who do drink make a larger impact. As discussed previously, the perception
of binge drinking on college campuses can greatly influence whether or not one decides
to drink while in college.
Impact of Alcohol Intervention Programs
College campuses have been implementing alcohol intervention programs for
many years. Alcohol invention programs are campus resources, opportunities, and events
that include one or more of the following: an educational, prevention oriented, or a social
alternative to the traditional college scene of alcohol consumption and binge drinking on
college campuses (Dowdall, 2009). As a result of an increasing need for intervention
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programs on college campuses, programs continue to grow and develop. This is in
response to the amount of students who report binge drinking and negative behaviors
from that drinking (Dean & Bryan, 1982). This section provides an overview of alcohol
intervention programs on college campuses as well as an in-depth overview of the
general types of intervention programs college campuses offer to their students.
Historical overview of alcohol intervention programs
“Educational programs are a necessary but insufficient preventive measure. Also
required are efforts to change the physical, social, economic, and legal environment that
affects alcohol and drug use” (DeJong, et al., 1998, p. 2). For years, college campuses
have been providing resources for students in an attempt to intervene with excessive
alcohol consumption. However, it is important to note that alcohol prevention is not just
of importance for colleges but for the community and society as a whole (Bryant, Windle,
& West, 1997). Because of this, when a college campus is looking at prevention, it is
important to look at it from all perspectives and not just those which are in the direct
confines of the college community.
While some campuses have had success in these programs and resources, many
campuses still struggle to create a comprehensive program that successfully reduces risk
from alcohol consumption on college campuses (Sharma & Kanekar, 2008). However,
Sharma and Kanekar report “it is clear that binge drinking continues to be a problem in
present times and prevention efforts in the form of effective intervention is the need of
the hour” (p. 1). Many colleges have provided resources to support such initiatives;
however, the impact of these resources is unclear. In fact, after a five-year $770,000
effort at one institution, the campus has not demonstrated the expected “culture shift,”
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and the percentage of students who binge drink only dropped from 62 percent to 59
percent (Wolburg, 2001, p. 24). Statistics, such as this, indicate that despite financial
resources on a campus, there is still a disconnection between the current intervention
programs and risk reduction on college campuses.
In an effort to make the best and most comprehensive intervention programs,
many campuses offer a variety of prevention methods to support students in need of
intervention. Additionally, many colleges offer campus programs to support students who
make the decision not to consume alcohol or binge drink to ensure that those students are
supported with the appropriate resources during their college experiences.
Typical structure of alcohol intervention strategies on college campuses
Colleges and institutions offer many different programs and resources to serve as
interventions for students who binge drink or are discerning their behaviors in regards to
alcohol consumption while in college. Most institutions will look at intervention from
two perspectives: incremental and systematic. Incremental intervention is to “promote
prevention by dealing with specific areas such as information dissemination, peer
counseling, or values clarification” (Dean & Bryan, 1982, p. 30). This approach strives to
reach one aspect of a student’s life to make a change, which in turn would influence more
significant changes. The second approach is systematic intervention which assumes that a
“series of planned, integrated intervention programs will alter individual behavior within
a group” (Dean & Bryan, 1982, p. 30). Colleges that approach alcohol intervention
programs from both of these perspectives have more success in alcohol risk reduction.
There are many areas in which institutions focus their intervention efforts. Such
areas include “preventing alcohol use, restricting the supply of alcohol, inducing students
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to drink less or not drink as dangerously, intervening in ongoing drinking patterns, or
treating full-blown alcohol use disorders” (Dowdall, 2009, p. 125). Additionally, there
are many other intervention opportunities that colleges implement to help reduce risks
including alcohol prevention, alcohol education, and alcohol alternative programs.
Alcohol prevention on college campus. While alcohol prevention initiatives on
college campuses can and will differ from one another, there are many commonalities
between them. In fact, college presidents have identified high-risk drinking as a
“moderate” or “major” problem on college campuses (DeJong & Langford, 2002, pg.
140). This problem focuses college administrators on the need for a comprehensive
prevention initiative. While many colleges offer a variety of different prevention and
intervention programs, there is some consistency in what most colleges offer (Partners In
Prevention, 2010). These programs typically include education programs, late night,
alternative programs, peer education, and individual programs to support students
(Partners In Prevention, 2010).
Alcohol education programs. College campuses all take different approaches to
educating students on alcohol consumption. In fact, many institutions make this a priority
as soon as the students step foot on campus for their orientation programs (Partners In
Prevention 2010). For example, many colleges will require first year students to attend
mandatory or ‘highly encouraged’ sessions about alcohol use on campus. These programs
are typically built into the schedule for their orientation or Welcome Week programs.
However, in terms of alcohol education, there can be a disconnection between
providing alcohol education and the efforts actually impacting how the students might
benefit from receiving that information. “A natural response for colleges wishing to
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address drinking on campus is to educate students on alcohol use” however, the “heaviest
drinkers too easily ignore all this; indeed they do not view their drinking as a problem”
(Wechsler, Nelson, & Weitzman, 2000). Despite mandating students to attendance at
alcohol education programs, often times alcohol education programs that are offered to
students in terms of alcohol education are not reaching the audience for which it might be
the most useful (Partners In Prevention, 2010). For example, many college campus utilize
students involved in a fraternity or sorority to serve as peer educators for the greek
community on that campus.
In an attempt to make a deeper impact on student education on alcohol use and
abuse on college campuses, another format many college institutions utilize is peer
education. This type of program is designed to train students to educate their peers on
alcohol use. There are many ways in which colleges implement these types of programs
on their campuses. Many campuses have basic student groups that focus on peer
education from the perspective of many types of health behaviors in addition to having
peer education groups that focus on one specific demographic on campus. (National
College Health Association, 2010).
Alcohol alternative programs. Alcohol alternative programs have been a
growing trend on college campuses throughout the country for the past few decades. In
fact, many institutions put hundreds of thousands of dollars into programs that provide
alternatives to students outside of the typical college scene (Wolberg, 2001). These
programs are designed to provide opportunities for students, both those who drink and
those who do not drink, to socialize on campus in a safe environment without the
pressures of consuming alcohol. These programs often occur during late night hours and
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weekends, which are the most high-risk drinking times on college campuses (Partners In
Prevention, 2010). Additionally, specific programs are often implemented during highrisk holidays, such as Mardi Gras and Halloween.
The Socio-Ecological Model of Prevention
In order to understand the prevention of excessive alcohol use on college
campuses, it is important to understand the framework on which successful prevention is
founded. The socio-ecological model of prevention is a four level model developed to
understand potential influences of prevention strategies. These four level are: individual,
relationship, community, and societal (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Each one of these
factors has an impact on a college student’s decision-making process. In relation to
alcohol consumption and binge drinking on college campuses, the socio ecological model
plays a role in how prevention and intervention should be addressed (Bronfenbrenner,
1994). To understand the role this model plays in regards to alcohol prevention, one must
understand how the levels of the socio-ecological model and how they function within
the overall framework of the model.
Overview of the socio-ecological model
The socio-ecological model addresses four factors in regard to prevention. Each
of these factors provides an understanding of how college campuses might best reach
students in terms of their behaviors concerning alcohol consumption and the decisionmaking process of whether or not to binge drink in college (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). An
in-depth look at the four levels of the model explains how alcohol prevention may affect
student behavior.
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Individual. The first level identifies biological and personal factors that may
increase the likelihood of a student’s decision-making process in college, specifically on
whether or not to drink. Some of these factors are age, education and academic success,
income, religious beliefs, family history, and personal values (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002).
This factor focuses on influences that are value-based and reflect a student’s own
personal belief system. Therefore, while outside sources may have some influence on
developing these values, there may be little impact or fluctuation on how a student will
live out these values (Stokols, 1995). The individual level of the socio-ecological model
is a personal correlation between the student and his or her set of beliefs and values.
Relationship. The second level of the socio-ecological model includes factors
that could increase risk especially in terms of relationships with peers, intimate partners,
family members, and faculty and staff at their college. A student's closest social circlepeers, partners and family members- influence their behavior and contribute to their
range of experience (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). In this factor, students may be influenced
in their decision-making based on the decisions they see being made by others with
whom they have a close relationship. In college, students are highly impacted by their
relationships with others, especially in their times of transition into college (Scribner, et
al., 2010). Students are especially impacted among with their peers and peer groups
(Partners in Prevention, 2010).
Community. The third level explores the settings, such as school, workplaces,
and neighborhoods, in which social relationships occur and seeks to identify the
characteristics of these settings associated with becoming a potential binge drinker while
in college. Because of the community developed on college campuses, this level is where
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many intervention programs on college campuses make an impact on the reduction of
binge drinking (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Administrators on college campuses have a
responsibility to ensure the community on their campus is positive and promotes healthy
behaviors, including the way in which students perceive and consume alcohol.
Societal. The fourth level looks at the broad societal factors that help create a
climate in which binge drinking might be encouraged or inhibited. These factors include
social and cultural norms. Other large societal factors include the health, economic,
educational, and social policies that help to maintain economic or social inequalities
between groups in society (Dahlberg & Krug, 2002). Different from community, these
societal norms are outside of the context of a specific environment. For example, a
community may involve the college institutions and the surrounding area, while society
will look at the government and culture that might more directly influence that
community (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). If a societal norm is that the laws regarding alcohol
consumption are unenforced and not taken seriously, this will have a deeper impact on
the campus community in regards to drinking. Alcohol use and abuse can be deeply
impacted by the societal factors, and it can have the opposite affect as well (Sanden &
Barr, 2006).
The societal factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention plays a role in
how students may perceive alcohol consumption before and during college. For example,
a student may perceive college to be an environment that have seen in a movie or on
television and make that the expectation of how they should engage in college
(Matthews, 2001). If the perception if that of high drinking and negative behaviors, then
that might be the type of behavior the student would try to emulate. In the same regard, if
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the news on the television consistently paints a picture of risky behavior in college then
the student might perceive that as an expectation. The media is one element of the
societal factor that impacts a student’s influence.
Use of the socio-ecological model in relation to alcohol consumption and prevention
College administrators are able to utilize the socio-ecological model of prevention
as a tool in alcohol prevention and intervention for college students who binge drink. The
socio-ecological model provides a framework for college administrators to look at
alcohol prevention on campus and develop a more comprehensive alcohol intervention
program for students. Moreover, colleges can look objectively at these four factors of the
model and create resources and programs that support all students; those who chose to
drink and students who decide not to drink or binge drink (Stokols, 1995). This model
helps to identify the specific influences of student behavior. Through the implementation
of these factors, intervention programs are likely to be more successful at reducing risk in
terms of alcohol use on college campuses. A deeper look into student influences and how
these influences relate to the socio-ecological model should be examined.
Student Behavior Influences in regards to Alcohol Consumption
There are many factors that influence student behavior, especially when a student
is in college. According to Chickering (in Evans, Forney, & Giudo-DiBrito, 1998), the
“educational environment exerts powerful influences on student development” (p. 40).
Chickering stated there are seven key factors: institutional objectives, student-faculty
relationship, curriculum and teaching, friendships and student communities, student
development programs and services, integration of work and learning, and recognition
and respect for individual differences (Evans, et al., 1998, p. 40-42). These factors, which
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influence student development, also may correlate to student behavior in regards to
alcohol consumption.
Many factors influence why a college student may make the decision to binge
drink. These influences vary depending on each student and their development and
growth in college. Perkins (1997) reports:
Reasons for drinking alcohol can vary considerably among and within social
groups. These motivations for alcohol consumption can also vary for the
individual over time, personal circumstances and cultural contexts. Reasons have
commonly included alcohol use as a disinhibitor in social gatherings and
interpersonal settings, as a beverage to enhance festive celebrations, as part of a
symbolic act in religious ceremonies, as a drug to temporarily anesthetize the pain
of tragic, unexpected events, as an extended (albeit often dysfunctional) coping
mechanism dulling the outgoing pain of a meaningless existence, or as a relaxant
to reduce the stresses, tensions, and anxieties generated by many aspects of
peoples daily lives. (p. 219)
Additionally, motivation for engaging in high risk drinking varies from one
student to the next, as do the motivations for curbing such behaviors. These influences
are grounded within the four levels of the socio-ecological model; however, all have a
specific impact on how a student makes a decision in regard to binge drinking while in
college (Hu & Kuht, 2002). The literature suggests there are eight main influences on
student behavior in regards to alcohol use: family values and history, religious beliefs,
academic success, peer interactions, peer group interactions, both proximal and distal,
university intervention and prevention programs, availability/access of alcohol on or near
campus, and society’s culture of drinking. Each of these specified influences also directly
relates back to the four factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention. Additionally,
the age and the sex of the student as an influence of their behavior will be discussed.

Family Values and History
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One identified influence on student behavior in college, related to the individual
factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention, is family values and history. A
student’s upbringing impacts the way in which he or she behaves in college. A student
must be able to “negotiate within the family an optimal balance between autonomy and
interdependence in order to build the foundation of self-understanding necessary to cope
with the demands of emerging adulthood” (Bartle & Sabatelli, 1989, p. 258). This often is
navigated throughout college. Because of this, the family has a significant influence on
the way in which a student behaves (Forbes, 1997).
Religious Beliefs
Another influence on student behavior that also relates to the individual factor of
the socio-ecological model of prevention is the religious beliefs that one student may
hold. Depending on one’s religious background, perceptions on alcohol use are perceived
differently. According to Clarke, Beeghley, and Cochran (1990), “religion makes a
difference in people’s everyday lives” (p. 214). In fact, they continue to report “people’s
religiosity decisively influences alcohol consumption, even against the impact of social
class” (Clarke, Beeghley, & Cochran, 1990, p. 214). For example, students who are
members of more “proscriptive” churches are more likely to “abstain or to use alcohol
less frequently” than students who belong to non-proscriptive churches (Turner, Ramirez,
Higginbotham, Markides, Wygant, & Black, 1994). This shows the important role that
religious beliefs can play in a student’s decision-making process.
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Academic Success
The final influence that relates to the individual factor is academic success.
Students, throughout college, feel much pressure to excel academically. This pressure
plays a role in their decision-making regarding alcohol consumption. There is indication
that alcohol consumption, specifically excessive alcohol consumption, can negatively
impact a student’s academic success (Wood, Sher, Erickson, & DeBord, 1997). For
example, the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) survey,
reported that 25 percent of college students report academic problems caused by alcohol
use, such as earning lower grades, doing poorly on exams or papers, missing class, and
falling behind (Higher Education Center for Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse and Violence
Prevention, 2008, p. 1). Because of this, many students make decisions on their alcohol
use based on their level of stress in their coursework or academic field. For example,
there typically is a spike in reported alcohol consumption and alcohol related incidents
just after midterms and a decrease just before midterms and finals (Wood, et. al., 1997).
Students typically want to receive good grades and do well in their courses; therefore,
their alcohol consumption often will reflect their level of dedication and time
commitment to their academic workload.
Peer Interactions
There are several influences that relate to the relationship factor of the socioecological model of prevention. In college, students’ peers influence their behavior,
especially in terms of their decisions about whether or not to consume alcohol. Hu and
Kuht (2002) suggest the “most important factor in student learning and personal
development during college is student engagement” (p. 555). Because of this, peers
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greatly influence the way in which a student makes decisions in college, specifically in
regards to drinking. If a student’s main peer group all choose to partake in drinking
behaviors, more likely than not, that student will also partake in such activity (Perkins,
1999). In the same regard, if a student’s peers do not choose to drink or partake in
negative behavior, a student may also make similar decisions.
Peer Group Interactions
Like individual peer interactions, peer group interactions are also influential on
student behavior in regards to the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model of
prevention. Group interactions can impact student behavior whether the group is a
proximal group or a distal group.
Proximal. A proximal peer group is that in which a student is directly involved.
For example, a proximal group would be a student organization or club in which a
student is currently a member and interacts directly with on a regular and frequent basis.
These groups tend to be groups in which students spend the most time; therefore, their
behaviors are often times most reflective of those in the group (Perkins, 1997). For
example, similar to their peer interactions, proximal group interactions directly influence
individual behavior because of the close relationship that is built within the group (Hu &
Kuht, 2002).
Distal. A distal peer group is a group with which a student may not be directly
involved, yet they still have an impact on the student’s perception or behavior. An
example of this is a student who lives on campus and observes other on-campus
residents’ behaviors and perceives them to be the norm. While a student may not be
directly associated with this peer group, the behaviors of the group still have an impact on
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the student’s decision (Hu & Kuht, 2002). As discussed in relation to social norms earlier
in this chapter, these groups can affect the overall perception of student behavior because
of the implications on the campus culture of drinking (Perkins, 1997).
University Prevention and Intervention Programs
The community factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention has identified
influences of alcohol consumption by college students. Colleges strive to provide
resources to students in order to prevent alcohol use and provide intervention for those
students who may be currently abusing alcohol. These programs provided by the college
can influence the way in which a student decides to behave. As previously stated, many
institutions implement late night, alcohol alternative programs. These programs can assist
in providing alternatives for students who do not wish to drink or are looking for
something to do other than the typical ‘bar scene’ on a college campus (DeJong &
Langford, 2002). Additionally, through proper education and intervention programs,
students may be influenced to act differently than they typically would if they had not
received the appropriate education on alcohol and its affect on college students in general
(Cimini, et al., 2009). However, some experts have reported, “that a ‘one size fits all’
approach to prevention program design may not be effective in reaching the different
racial and ethnic groups on campus” (Higher Education Center for Alcohol and Other
Drug Abuse and Violence Prevention, 2008, p.1). These types of intervention programs
can influence students; however, these programs influence each individual student in his
or her own unique matter.
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Access and Availability to Alcohol
Another influence on student behavior, related to the community factor of the
socio-ecological model, is the access or availability that one might have to alcohol on
their campus. Campuses that serve alcohol on campus, also referred to as a ‘wet’ campus,
or have many bars within walking distance of the campus tend to have an influence on
student behavior in a more negative way than those campuses which do not have alcohol
as readily available, referred to as ‘dry’ campuses (National College Health Association,
2010). When a student is determining whether or not to drink, the availability of alcohol
can many times be the turning point of their decision. Because of this, student behavior
can be determined by the access a campus, and therefore the student body, has to alcohol
(Partners in Prevention, 2010).
Culture of Drinking
One final influence on student behavior regarding drinking is the culture of
drinking on their college campus. This influence directly relates to the societal factor of
the socio-ecological model of prevention. As cited previously, the campus culture of
drinking can be perceived differently than what is the norm. However, this disconnection
in perception can impact how a student is influenced, and therefore behaves.
Another factor of influence is the media portrayal of the campus culture of
drinking. For example, often colleges are portrayed as a place where academics come
second to the social environment and that students survive on pizza and beer rather than
good grades and positive peer interactions (Dowdall, 2009). Because of this, the norm is
misperceived and therefore a student may act in ways in which they perceive the culture
to be rather than what truly exists.
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Age and Sex of the Student
In addition to the influences that directly relate to the four factors of the socioecological model of prevention, there are other factors that influence student behavior.
Specifically, research discusses the influence that the age of a student and the sex of a
student has on their level of alcohol consumption while in college.
The age of the student has an impact on the level of alcohol consumed while the
student is in college. Students in college will often consume alcohol prior to reaching the
legal drinking age of 21. In fact, “during the period between 16 and 20 years-of age,
alcohol use and misuse tends escalate to lifetime peaks” (Abar & Maggs, 2010, p.496).
This is a crucial time for students in which they are impacted by and influenced by the
use of alcohol. For many adolescents, “age-related contextual changes, such as
transitioning into college, bring about more personal freedom, and an increasing amount
of unsupervised time is spent with peers” (Abar & Maggs, 2010, p. 496). The age of a
student while in college, traditionally 18-23 years old, is that time of which this personal
freedom is most explored.
In addition to the age of the student, there is also research that indicates that the
sex of a student also plays a role in their level of alcohol consumption while in college.
Specifically, the sex of the student is targeted as opposed to gender because of the
specific biological make up of a person (Matthews, 2001). There are many factors that
make up a student’s tolerance level, and therefore ability to consume larger amounts of
alcohol while feeling less affects. Matthews (2001) provides this example:
Before heading out to a party, Joe and Jane may feel a little shy, insecure or
stressed about socializing in a new environment with new people. They decide to
have a “primer.” After one drink, Joe will have a blood alcohol level of
approximately .02 percent and Jane’s will be approximately .037 percent. (p. 15)
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This indicates that there is some difference between the biological make up of a
person and the level to which alcohol is absorbed by the body. Therefore, because males
might be able to consume more alcohol while feeling the same effects of females who
consume less, there is some influence that sex has on their level of alcohol consumption.
(Turner et al., 1994). The sex of a student, along with their age, plays a significant role in
the influence of their alcohol consumption.
Chapter Summary
In this chapter, literature was reviewed that was foundational to this study on the
influences of a student’s decision in regards to alcohol consumption. Specifically, the
review addressed four major themes that emerged in the literature including binge
drinking on college campuses, alcohol intervention programs, the socio-ecological model
of prevention, and student behavior influences in regards to alcohol consumption. These
themes address the most relevant information in regard to the influences of student
behavior and binge drinking in college. The literature reviewed provides an
understanding and framework for the methodology of this study, specifically the
influences of student behavior regarding alcohol consumption on college campuses. The
next chapter will discuss the methodology for this study of college students’ alcohol
consumption and the socio-ecological model of prevention.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter addresses the research design and methods chosen to study the
relationship between student behavior regarding alcohol consumption and the socioecological model of prevention. The chapter includes the study's research design,
purpose, variables, hypotheses, population, instrumentation, limitations, risk, benefits,
data collection, and data analysis.
Research Design
The research approach to this study was survey research. Leedy and Ormrod
(2010) define survey research as:
Acquiring information about one or more groups of people- perhaps about their
characteristics, opinions, attitudes, or previous experiences- by asking them
questions and tabulating their answers. The ultimate goal is to learn about a large
population by surveying a sample of that population; thus we might call this
approach a descriptive survey or normative survey. (p. 187)
Using survey research, the researcher sampled students from 19 Missouri colleges
and universities in order to learn more about the college student population and the
influences on their drinking behaviors in relation to the socio-ecological model of
prevention.
The survey was administered in conjunction with the Partners in Prevention
Grant, a grant funded by the Missouri Division of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse with
supplemental funding from the Missouri Division of Highway Safety, Missouri
Foundation for Health, and the Missouri Department of Mental Health. The Partners In
Prevention Grant Program strives to identify student’s self-reported behaviors on their
alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use while in college. Utilizing the student database of
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information from the Partners In Prevention Grant, students at the 19 participating
schools were sent the survey link asking for their voluntary participation in the survey.
Participants were surveyed on basic demographic information and the specific influences
on their behaviors in regards to binge drinking. These influences are the four factors of
the socio-ecological model of prevention. Additionally, students were asked about their
current use of alcohol.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between the socioecological model of prevention and the level to which a college student consumes
alcohol.
Variables
This study contains seven variables to be considered. The variables are both
independent and dependent in nature.
Independent variable
There are six independent variables in this study. Four of the six independent
variables in this study were the four factors of the socio-ecological model: individual,
relationship, community, and societal. Additionally, the age and sex of the student serve
as independent variables. Sex was specifically examined over gender to look at the
biological make up of a person in relationship to their alcohol consumption, as opposed
to their preferred gender identity. All variables were examined in terms of the
relationship between the individual variable and a student’s drinking behaviors. These
make up the six individual independent variables for this study.
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Dependent variable
The dependent variable in this study was a student’s level of alcohol
consumption. Students were asked questions regarding their amount of level consumption
over the past 30 days and the number of drinks they consumed in this time frame.
Students identified the quantity and frequency of alcohol consumption and the level was
given a score, based on their responses, on a scale from non-drinker to heavy drinker.
Hypotheses
The hypotheses for this study are as follows:
•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the individual factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the community factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the societal factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the age of the student.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the sex of the student.
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Population
For the purpose of this study, the population was college students who are
enrolled at one of the 19 participating colleges or universities in the state of Missouri.
Description of population
The population for this study was college students in the state of Missouri.
Specifically, this study looked at 19 college institutions with diverse factors including:
student population and enrollment size, private and public institutions, religious
affiliation, suburban, urban, and rural locations, and student engagement with faculty and
staff. All of these19 colleges and universities participate in the Partners in Prevention
grant program sponsored through the Missouri Division of Alcohol and Other Drug
Abuse with supplemental funding from the Missouri Division of Highway Safety,
Missouri Foundation for Health, and the Missouri Department of Mental Health (Partners
in Prevention, 2010). The student population for this study was traditional college
students, ranging in age from 18-22, who are enrolled full time at their institution
(Partners in Prevention, 2010). This study excluded students who may complete the
survey who fell outside of this age bracket.
Sample of population
Participants were identified from 19 colleges and universities in the state of
Missouri. These colleges were selected based on the colleges and universities
participating in the Partners in Prevention grant. Students of these 19 colleges and
universities were sent a link, through the Partner in Prevention administrators, to the
online survey and their participation was requested. Participation was voluntary for any
student at the 19 institutions. Participants were from all undergraduate students,
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regardless of age or class rank, at the participating institutions. The identity and responses
of all the survey participants were anonymous.
Instrumentation
Instrumentation for this study was quantitative in nature. A survey was used to
collect quantitative data about the relationship between the level to which a student
consumes alcohol and the socio-ecological model of prevention. First, the researcher
constructed a survey. Then, the survey was checked for validity by an expert panel and
was sent to a pilot group of students. Finally, the survey was administered to the student
population.
The researcher constructed a survey that asked participants questions about the
influences of their behavior, their alcohol consumption habits, and basic demographic
information. Six to ten questions were developed around each of the four main
independent variables (the individual, relationship, community, and societal factors of the
socio-ecological model). These questions asked about their influences on their behavior
as it relates to each of those four factors. Questions asked a student about his or her
family values, religious beliefs, peer and group interactions, campus connections, and
influence of the college culture. Participants also were asked four to six questions
regarding his or her current behaviors regarding alcohol consumption to identify the
dependent variable (level to which a student consumes alcohol). These questions were
adapted from the Missouri College Health Behaviors Survey, a survey issued through the
Partners in Prevention grant (Partners in Prevention, 2010). Lastly, demographic
questions were asked including age, sex, race, and year in school.
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The survey asked respondents to answer posed questions using a Likert Scale to
indicate their answers. The survey used for this study included six intervals. Data
obtained from the on-line survey was recorded in aggregate form and not associated with
Internet Protocol (IP) addresses; therefore, responses and identity were anonymous for
participants. The survey was conducted using Qualtrics, a web survey program often used
by higher education institutions across the country. The use of the web survey provides
access to diverse group of students regardless of ability or language preference as the
Qualtrics program provides accessible features for language, font size, and audible screen
readers. The data contain no identifiers.
Next, the survey was tested through a panel of experts to check for validity of the
instrument, or in other words, “the degree to which [the instrument] measures what it is
suppose to measure” (Pallant, 2007, p. 7). The expert panel included two staff members
from the Partners in Prevention Grant, college students, and three staff colleagues in
student development. The staff members from the Partners in Prevention reviewed
technical aspects of the survey. College students looked at survey content for
understandability, and three staff colleagues in student development reviewed for both
technical and content issues to ensure survey validity. Each participant on the panel of
experts was provided a content validity instrument (CVI) to evaluate the survey tool.
After the survey was reviewed for validity by an expert panel, a pilot group of students
was solicited to complete the survey and offer feedback on the instrument.
Finally, once the survey was administered, Cronbach’s alpha test was run on all
data collected on the main survey to check for reliability. Reliability of a scale indicates
“how free it is from random error” (Pallant, 2007, p. 6). Any outlying questions were to
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be excluded from the final survey to be administered to participating students, however,
no questions were eliminated. Chapter 4 will discuss the specific instrument development
of the study.
Limitations
Limitations to this study include the surveyed students’ current engagement in
their own social and personal development. Therefore, their perceptions of their decisions
and behaviors may be subjective to the time they took the survey and their current
mindset. This could result in a skewed perception of their behaviors. Additionally, the
survey results are based on volunteer participants; therefore, the participants were not
random. The number of participants was based on the equation Pallant’s (2007) suggests
of N > 50 + 8m (where m = the number of independent variables). However, this
equation is based on that of random samples. Because this survey was voluntary, it may
be true that the survey is only able to be generalized to those that completed the survey.
This study specifically looked at 19 participating schools in the state of Missouri
from whom there is available current data. While the diversity in the type of school is
broad (rural and urban, student enrollment, private and public), this study is limited to
one specific region in the United States. There could be limitations in regards to the way
in which students in the Midwest region respond based upon locale. However, because
this study investigated only schools in Missouri, data analysis was limited to the
generalization of college students in the state of Missouri.
Risks
The potential risks for participants in this study were identified. Because the survey
is anonymous, there is minimal risk for the participant. There is negligible risk that, due
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to the researchers affiliation to one of the 19 institutions, that a participant might
unintentionally identify themselves as a participant, however, the responses would still
have no identifiers. Additionally, the survey asks the participant to reflect on their
experiences and behaviors. There is a risk, depending on the participant’s current
behaviors, that the survey could draw up an emotional response to how they feel about
their actions and attitudes.
Benefits
Benefits for the participants in this study were identified as well as the benefits to
society. There will be no direct benefit to the participant, however, because the survey
will ask participants to reflect on their current behaviors and experiences, the participant
could benefit from self-efficacy and awareness of what influences them to act and what
role that plays in their college career. The benefit to society will be the advancement and
understanding of what influences student behavior in regard to alcohol consumption. This
will provide information to the knowledge base for student alcohol prevention and
intervention on college campuses in the state of Missouri.
Data Collection
The researcher for this study collected quantitative data through survey research.
There were several steps in the data collection process for this study.
First, the survey questions were developed by the researcher, which was then
coded into the six independent variables to collect data for analysis of the hypotheses for
this study. The four main independent variables of the study are the four factors of the
socio-ecological model of prevention: individual, relationship, community, and societal.
The survey questions are related to a student’s behaviors regarding drinking as their
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behaviors relate to the factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention. Once the
survey was developed, the survey was distributed and reviewed by an expert panel of
Partners in Prevention staff members, students, and student development colleagues for
feedback on technical and content validity utilizing a content validity instrument. A
student pilot group was then identified to test the survey. The data from the pilot survey
was collected and Cronbach’s alpha test will be run to check for reliability.
In conjunction with the Partners in Prevention Grant Program, a sample of
students from the 19 participating colleges in Missouri were selected to participate in the
survey through voluntary participation. The survey asked participants their perceptions of
the influences on their behavior as well as their alcohol use behaviors. In addition to the
survey information, participants received a cover letter explaining their risks and benefits
for survey completion and an explanation of their anonymity.
The survey was distributed in January through February of 2011 and participating
students had 14 days to complete the survey. The survey took each respondent
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. The sample size for this study was minimally
98 students (N > 98) as determined using Pallant’s (2007) suggested equation (N > 50 +
8m (where m = the number of independent variables)) (p. 148). The final survey yielded
99 respondents. The survey closed in February for data analysis.
Data Analysis
For the data analysis of study, the researcher utilized the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) program. The data was then analyzed using a standard multiple
regression. In this type of analysis, Pallant (2007) states “all the independent (or
predictor) variables are entered into the equation simultaneously” (p. 147). Each of the
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independent variables were evaluated in terms of its predictive power in addition to the
power of all of the independent variables together (Pallant, 2007). To analyze the data,
several steps were involved: data preparation, checking for assumptions, evaluating the
model, and evaluation each of the independent variables.
Data preparation
In order to analyze that data, the data was first prepped for numeric entry for the
SPSS program. First, the researcher grouped the survey questions for each of the
independent variables. Each question was given a numerical value based on the sixinterval Likert scale. Then, a total numeric score were established for each independent
variable by totaling the individual scores for each question for that scale. Secondly, the
questions regarding a respondent’s drinking behaviors were given a numeric value and a
total score for all questions. These questions were on a scale from 0 to 28, with 0 being a
non-drinker and 28 being the heaviest drinker. This total score was used to establish the
level of drinking for each respondent on a scale from non-drinker to heavy drinker. All
data collected from each respondent was logged into SPSS for data analysis.
Assumptions
Once the data was entered into the SPSS program, it was first checked for several
assumptions before running a multiple regression test. According to Pallant (2007), the
assumptions to be checked for multiple regression analysis are multicollinearity, outliers,
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals. First, the
researcher checked to ensure that the independent variables (the individual, relationship,
community, and societal factors of the socio-ecological model, age, and sex) have at least
some relationship to the dependent variable (level of which a student consumes alcohol).

50

Secondly, the researcher looked at a scatterplot to identify any outliers and to check for
normality. Once all assumptions were checked, the relationship between the independent
variable and the dependent variable were identified through a multiple regression analysis
test (Pallant, 2007).
Evaluating the model
Once the data was checked for assumptions, the model was evaluated. First, the
statistical significance was analyzed using an ANOVA test (Pallant, 2007). This indicated
whether the prediction variation in the dependent variable is better than chance. The
researcher evaluated the variance in the dependent variable (level of which a student
consumes alcohol) to the model (the socio-ecological model of prevention) through the
adjusted R square on a multiple regression analysis. The R square indicated the power of
which the independent variable can predict the dependent variable. This identified,
specifically, the power that the factors of the socio-ecological model, as a whole, has in
predicting the level in which a student will consume alcohol.
Evaluating each of the independent variables
Finally, each of the independent variables were evaluated. This allowed for the
identification of power that each of the six individual independent variables has in
predicting the dependent variable. To do this, the researcher looked at the standardized
coefficient beta as identified in the SPSS program. The Beta values test was used to
identify the power of each independent variable in predicting the dependent variable.
This test identified the direction of the relationship for each of the independent variables
when compared to the dependent variables as well as the relative strength of the
independent variables compared to each other in contributing to the variation in the
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dependent variable. Then, the ‘t’ values and the ‘sig’ were examined to determine which
of the individual independent variables are statistically significant predictors of the
dependent variable. The analysis of the data identified the proof of the posed hypotheses
of this study.

Chapter Summary
This chapter described the methodological design regarding a study of the
relationship between the influence of student behavior regarding drinking and the socioecological model of prevention. Topic areas addressed included the study's research
design, purpose, research hypotheses, population, instrumentation, data collection, and
analysis. Definitions of research terms important to the study were also given in an effort
to enhance collective understanding. The concept of quantitative research and multiple
regression analysis were also addressed. The next chapter will discuss the findings of the
research study conducted.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the socioecological model of prevention and the level to which a college student consumes
alcohol. The study specifically addressed the following hypotheses:
•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the individual factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the community factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the societal factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the age of the student.

•

There is no relationship between the amount of alcohol a student consumes and
the sex of the student.

Using a survey research design to test the hypotheses from the study results, the data
analysis includes information derived in a quantitative analysis using a multiple
regression test. The chapter includes information regarding the study research procedure,
participants, and the quantitative survey results for testing the hypotheses.
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Instrument Development
As previously discussed in Chapter 3, the instrumentation for this study was
quantitative in nature. A survey was used to collect quantitative data about the
relationship between the level to which a student consumes alcohol and influences related
to the socio-ecological model of prevention. First, the researcher constructed the survey.
Then, the survey was checked for validity by an expert panel and was sent to a pilot
group of students. Finally, the survey was administered to the student population.
Survey Development and Construction
The researcher constructed a survey that asked participants questions about the
influences of their behavior, their alcohol consumption habits, and basic demographic
information. Six to ten questions were developed around each of the four main
independent variables (the individual, relationship, community, and societal factors of the
socio-ecological model), which serve as the four constructs of the model. These questions
asked about their influences on their behavior as it relates to each of those four factors.
The survey asked respondents to answer posed questions using a Likert Scale to indicate
their answers. The survey used for this study included six intervals.
The following questions were asked to make up the construct of the individual
factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention with a scale score of 0-50:
•

Q11: How influenced are you by your attendance at family events?

•

Q15: How influenced are you by the behavior of your family members?

•

Q19: How influenced are you by the amount of alcohol your family members
consume?

•

Q22: How influenced are you by the presence of alcohol at family events?
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•

Q24: How influenced are you by your religious values?

•

Q27: How influenced are you by the time requirements of your academic field?

•

Q29: How influenced are you by your religious culture and events?

•

Q33: How influenced are you by the presence of alcohol at religious celebrations?

•

Q35: How influenced are you by your ability to perform well academically?

•

Q40: How influenced are you by your desire to receive good grades/maintain your
GPA?
The following questions were asked to make up the construct of the relationship

factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention with a scale score of 0-35:
•

Q12: How influenced are you by the types of behaviors of your friends?

•

Q16: How influenced are you by social gatherings with friends?

•

Q17: How influenced are you by the time spent with campus involvement?

•

Q20: How influenced are you by the amount of alcohol your friends consume?

•

Q25: How influenced are you by the behaviors in groups of which you are
involved?

•

Q30: How influenced are you by the type of group activities you attend?

•

Q37: How influenced are you by the presence of alcohol at group events?
The following questions were asked to make up the construct of the community

factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention with a scale score of 0-30:
•

Q13: How influenced are you by your participation in programs and activities on
campus?

•

Q18: How influenced are you by the perception of college life on your campus?
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•

Q21: How influenced are you by your knowledge of and use of campus
resources?

•

Q26: How influenced are you by alternative programs provided on campus?

•

Q31: How influenced are you by alcohol education provided on campus?

•

Q38: How influenced are you by participation in alcohol education/alternative
programs?
The following questions were asked to make up the construct of the societal factor

of the socio-ecological model of prevention with a scale score of 0-35:
•

Q14: How influenced are you by the portrayal of college life in the media?

•

Q23: How influenced are you by your perception of college in movies/television?

•

Q28: How influenced are you by college life as it appears on the news?

•

Q32: How influenced are you by retailers selling alcohol on or near campus?

•

Q34: How influenced are you by expectations of college as set up by the
community?

•

Q36: How influenced are you by the accessibility to obtain alcohol on or near
campus?

•

Q39: How influenced are you by bars/restaurants serving alcohol on or near
campus?
Participants also were asked four to six questions regarding his or her current

behaviors regarding alcohol consumption to identify the dependent variable (level to
which a student consumes alcohol). These questions were adapted from the Missouri
College Health Behaviors Survey, a survey issued through the Partners in Prevention
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Grant (Partners in Prevention, 2010). The following questions were asked in regard to
alcohol consumption:
•

Q5. How would you classify your drinking behaviors?

•

Q6. On average, how many drinks (One alcohol drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer,
1 oz. shot) per month do you consume?

•

Q7. On average, please indicate the number of days you drank in a 30 day period.

•

Q8. Please indicate the number of days you drank in the last two weeks:

•

Q9. Think over the past two weeks. How many times have you had 5 or more
drinks at one sitting? (One alcohol drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer, 1 oz. shot)

•

Q10. Think over the past 30 days. How many times have you had 5 or more
drinks within a 2 hour period? (One alcoholic drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer, 1
oz. shot)
Lastly, basic demographic information was asked. These questions included age,

sex, race, and year in school.
Data obtained from the on-line survey was recorded in aggregate form and not
associated with Internet Protocol (IP) addresses; therefore, responses and identity were
anonymous for participants. The survey was conducted using Qualtrics, a web survey
program often used by higher education institutions across the country. The use of the
web survey provides access to diverse group of students regardless of ability or language
preference as the Qualtrics program provides accessible features for language, font size,
and audible screen readers. The data contain no identifiers.
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Expert Panel and Pilot Study
Next, the survey was tested through a panel of experts to check for validity of the
instrument, or in other words, “the degree to which [the instrument] measures what it is
suppose to measure” (Pallant, 2007, p. 7). The expert panel included two staff members
from the Partners in Prevention Grant, college students, and three staff colleagues in
student development. The staff members from the Partners in Prevention reviewed
technical aspects of the survey. College students looked at survey content for
understandability, and three staff colleagues in student development reviewed for both
technical and content issues to ensure survey validity. Each participant on the panel of
experts was provided a content validity instrument (CVI) to evaluate the survey tool (See
Appendix A). Each person on the expert panel was sent the survey instrument as well as
the CVI. They were asked to review the survey and complete the questions on the CVI.
The CVI responses were then used to inform the researcher of any necessary edits of
content, language, and structure of the survey.
After the survey was reviewed for validity by an expert panel, a pilot group of
students was identified and sent a link to the survey. The pilot survey yielded 31
respondents. The researcher then evaluated the instrument based on the pilot group and
content validity instrument from the expert panel to make appropriate language and
technical adjustments to the survey questions.
Survey Distribution and Responses
The survey was then administered to students through email request from their
institution’s Partner in Prevention Grant administrator. As discussed in Chapter 3:
Methodology, there were 19 higher education institutions in the state of Missouri that
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participated in the survey. A recruitment letter was also provided explaining the benefits
and risks to participation in the survey (see Appendix B). The survey was voluntary for
students to participate. Once the survey was administered, the data was cleaned to
remove any data that was not complete. As shown in the descriptive statistics Table 1, the
total number of respondents was 99, which meets the simple power equation discussed
previously of N > 50 + 8m (where m = the number of independent variables). Table 1
outlines the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable (TOTALDrink) and five of
the independent variables (Age, TOTALIndiv, TOTALRelation, TOTALCom,
TOTALSoc). Specific data results for each question are listed in Appendix C. The sixth
independent variable, the sex of the student, yielded 77% of respondents were female and
34% were male. As previously noted, because the survey participation was voluntary, the
results may not be able to be generalized to a population outside of the survey
participants.
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive Statistics
Variable

Mean

TOTALDrink

Std. Deviation

N

9.24

7.000

99

Q2Age

20.61

1.185

99

TOTALIndiv

20.95

10.205

99

TOTALRelation

16.57

7.829

99

TOTALCom

9.51

6.763

99

TOTALSoc

11.97

7.680

99

Checking for Reliability
Finally, the survey data was checked for reliability. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
test was run on all data collected from the survey to check for reliability. Reliability of a
scale indicates “how free it is from random error” (Pallant, 2007, p. 6). Each of the
independent variable constructs were individually checked. Any outlying questions
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would have been excluded from the data, however, no question necessitated elimination.
The scale for the four individual constructs (individual, relationship, community, and
societal factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention) of the survey were checked
for reliability.
Reliability for Individual Factor Construct Scale
First, the scale for the construct of the individual factor of the socio-ecological
model of prevention was checked for reliability. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s
Alpha for this scale is .836. According to Pallant (2007), this value indicates a very good
internal consistency reliability for the scale for this construct (p. 98)
Table 2. Reliability Statistics for the Individual Factor
Reliability Statistics: TOTALIndiv
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items

.836

10

Reliability for Relationship Factor Construct Scale
The scale for the second construct, the scale for the relationship factor of the
socio-ecological model of prevention, was then checked for reliability. As indicated in
Table 3, the Cronbach’s Alpha for this scale is .876. This value indicates a very good
internal consistency reliability for the scale for this construct (Pallant, 2007, p. 98).
Table 3. Reliability Statistics for the Relationship Factor
Reliability Statistics: TOTALRelation
Cronbach's Alpha
.876

N of Items
7
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Reliability for Level of Community Factor Construct Scale
Next, the scale for the construct of the community factor of the socio-ecological
model of prevention was checked for reliability. As indicated in Table 4, the Cronbach’s
Alpha for this scale is .861. According to Pallant (2007), this value indicates a very good
internal consistency reliability for the scale for the level of alcohol consumption (p. 98).
Table 4. Reliability Statistics for the Community Factor
Reliability Statistics: TOTALCom
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items

.861

6

Reliability for Level of Societal Factor Construct Scale
Finally, the scale for the societal factor of the socio-ecological model of
prevention was checked for reliability. As indicated in Table 5, the Cronbach’s Alpha for
this scale is .847. According to Pallant (2007), this value indicates a very good internal
consistency reliability for the scale for the level of alcohol consumption (p. 98).
Table 5. Reliability Statistics for the Societal Factor
Reliability Statistics: TOTALSoc

Cronbach's Alpha
.847

N of Items
7

After the reliability for the survey and each of the four constructs was checked,
the next step is to analyze the data to test the hypotheses. The data was analyzed in two
steps: the evaluation of the model and the evaluation of each of the independent
variables.
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Findings for Hypothesis Testing
In order to analyze the data to test the hypotheses for this study, the researcher
followed several steps. This section will outline those steps and the findings of the data
analysis. First, the data was checked for assumptions for multiple regression analysis.
Then, the model was tested and results were recorded. Finally, each independent variable
was tested and the results were recorded.
Assumptions Results for Multiple Regression Analysis
Using a multiple regression data analysis, several assumptions were first checked
before the results of the survey were recorded. The three types of assumptions are sample
size results, multicollinearity and singularity results, outliers, normality, linearity,
homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals results. The results of checking these
assumptions are outlined in this section.
Sample size results. Sample size is an assumption that should be checked in
order to ensure generalisability. As indicated, the desired sample size for multiple
regression is N > 50 + 8m (where m = number of independent variables). Using this
equation, for this study the N > 98. This study yielded 99 respondents. It should be noted,
however, that the equation indicated is that for a random sample survey. Because this
study was voluntary participation there data may not be generaliseable to a population
outside of the participants who completed the survey.
Multicollinearity and singularity results. Next, the data was checked for
multicollinearity and singularity. This refers to the relationship among the independent
variables and the dependent variables. (Pallant, 2007). Table 8 indicates the correlations
of the data.
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To check for these assumptions, first, the researcher checked for the correlation
between each of the independent variables to the dependent variable. A violation of
multicollinearity and singularity occurs when you have high correlations (Pallant, 2007).
The low correlation between the independent variables and the dependent variable
indicates that there is not a strong relationship with them. This correlation should be
preferably higher than .3 on the pearson correlation in Table 7. The results indicate that
the correlation between the level of alcohol consumption (TOTALDrink) and the six
independent variables are not as high as suggested (Pallant, 2007). The correlation
between the dependent variable (TOTALDrink) and the six independent variables are:
Age (Q2Age) is .164, Sex (Q1Sex) is -0.194, Individual factor (TOTALIndiv) is -0.182,
Relationship factor (TOTALRelation) is 0.099, Community factor is -0.038, and Societal
factor (TOTALSoc) is 0.278. In multiple regression anaylsis, it is preferable that the
independent variables have a correlation of at least a .3 with the dependent variable,
however, because there is not a high correlation between the variables there is no
indication of multicollinearity.
Table 6. Correlations
Correlations
TOTAL
Drink
Pearson

TOTALDrink

Correlation

Q2Age

1.000

Q2Age

Q1Sex

TOTAL

TOTAL

Indiv

Relation

TOTAL TOTAL
Com

Soc

.164

-.194

-.182

.099

-.038

.278

1.000

-.207

.080

.147

.087

.078

1.000

-.078

-.025

-.172

.010

1.000

.538

.572

.383

1.000

.673

.697

1.000

.659

Q1Sex
TOTALIndiv
TOTALRelation
TOTALCom
TOTALSoc

1.000
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Next, to check for multicollinearity and singularity, zero-order correlations were
discussed. In order to ensure this assumption is not violated, the zero- order correlation
for each of the independent variables must be less than .7 (Pallant, 2007). In Table 7, for
each of the independent variables, all of the zero-order correlations were under .7,
therefore, the assumption was not violated.
Table 7. Correlations and Collinearity
Model

Correlations
Zero-order

Partial

Collinearity Statistics
Part

Tolerance

VIF

1 (Constant)
Q1Sex

-.194

-.286

-.251

.912

1.097

Q2Age

.159

.115

.097

.946

1.057

-.182

-.232

-.201

.621

1.611

.099

.050

.042

.393

2.545

TOTALCom

-.038

-.258

-.225

.393

2.547

TOTALSoc

.278

.401

.369

.435

2.299

TOTALIndiv
TOTALRelation

Outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals
results. Outliers were the next assumption that was checked. Checking for outliers
addresses the issues of very high or very low scores (extreme scores) in the data. Then,
the data was checked for normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of
residuals. These all refer to the aspects of the distribution of scores and the “nature of the
underlying relationship between the variables” (Pallant, 2007, p. 149).
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Figure 1. Normal P-P Plot Regression Standardized Residual
In order to check these assumptions, first, the Normal Probability Plot (P-P) of the
Regression Standardised Residual must be analyzed. These results are show in Figure 1
above. In the Normal P-P Plot, the points should lie within a reasonably straight diagonal
line from the bottom left to the top right. (Pallant, 2007, p. 156). In Figure 1, the points
fall reasonably on this line, therefore, this suggests that there is no major deviation from
normality.
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Figure 2. Scatterplot
Next, the scatterplot of the residuals should be checked. On this scatterplot, the
points should be roughly rectangularly distributed, with most scores concentrated in the
center (along the 0 point). In Figure 2, the points are not rectangular in shape, however
there is no clear or systematic pattern, which suggests there is no violation of the
assumption (Pallant, 2007).
Finally, on the scatterplot, outliers can also be detected. Tabachnik and Fidell
(2007) define outliers as cases that have a standardized residual of more than 3.3 or less
that -3.3. As indicated in Figure 2, there are no points that are outside of these points, so
therefore this assumption is not violated.
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Multiple Regression Findings and Results
The findings and results from the multiple regression analysis for this study will
be discussed in this section. First, the model will be evaluated as a whole inclusive of all
six of the independent variables. The findings and results will be discussed. Lastly, each
of the independent variables will be evaluated in relationship to the dependent variable
and the findings and results will be discussed.
Model evaluation. This section outlines the results of the model evaluation of the
study. Evaluating the model examines the level to which the entire model can explain the
dependent variable. In Table 9, the data shows how much of the dependent variable, the
level of alcohol consumption (TOTALDrink), is explained by the model, which includes
the independent variables: age (Q1Age), sex (Q2Sex), and the individual (TOTALIndiv),
relationship (TOTALRelation), community (TOTALCom), and societal (TOTALSoc)
factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention.
Table 8. ANOVA
ANOVAb
Model
1

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

Regression

1389.888

6

231.648

Residual

3412.293

92

37.090

Total

4802.182

98

F

Sig.

6.246

.000a

Table 9. Model Summary
Model Summaryb
Model

Std. Error of the
R

Dimension 0 1

R Square
.538a

Adjusted R Square

.289

.243

Estimate
6.090

As shown in Tables 8 and 9, the model shows F(6, 92) = 6.246, p < .001 and
explained 28.9% of the level of alcohol consumption (R2 = .289). This indicates that
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model (the four factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention, age, and sex) explain
28.9% of the level to which a student consumes alcohol.
Evaluating independent variables. This section outlines the results of evaluating
each of the independent variables. This study included six independent variables: the
individual, relationship, community, and societal factors of the socio-ecological model of
prevention as well as age and sex. Of these six independent variables, four were found to
be statistically significant, meaning the results are not likely due to chance. These four
independent variables were the individual, community, and societal factors of the socioecological model of prevention, and the sex of the student. Two of the six independent
variables, the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model and age, were not
statistically significant. Table 10 explains the statistical significance of each of the
independent variables.
Table 10. Coefficients
Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

Correlations
T

Beta

Sig.

Partial

Part

Q1Sex

-4.343

1.518

-.263

-2.861

.005

-.286

-.251

Q2Age

.590

.534

.100

1.106

.272

.115

.097

-.175

.077

-.255

-2.289

.024

-.232

-.201

.061

.125

.068

.483

.630

.050

.042

TOTALCom

-.372

.145

-.360

-2.563

.012

-.258

-.225

TOTALSoc

.509

.121

.559

4.195

.000

.401

.369

TOTALIndiv
TOTALRelation

Significant variables. The significant variables of the study were sex (Q1Sex),
the individual factor (TOTALIndiv), the community factor (TOTALCom), and the
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societal factor (TOTALSoc) of the socio-ecological model of prevention. The results of
the variables will be discussed.
The first variable to be discussed is the sex of the student. IVsex t(98) = -2.779 p =
.005, standard error = 1.518, standardized coefficient beta = -.263 and was found to
explain 8.18% of the level of alcohol consumption (part correlation r = -.286) This
indicates that the sex of the student explains 8.18% of their level of alcohol consumption.
The part correlation is negative. Because the coding for the sex of the student was male
equaling 0 and female equaling 1, this negative correlation means that males consume
more alcohol than women.
Next, the individual factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention is
discussed. IVindividual t(98) = -2.289, p = .024, standard error = .077, standardized
coefficient beta = -.255 and was found to explain 4.04% of the level of alcohol
consumption (part correlation r = -.201). This indicates that the individual factor of the
socio-ecological model of prevention explains 4.04% of their level of alcohol
consumption. Specifically because of the negative correlation it indicates that as the level
of influence by the individual factor of the socio-ecological model increases, the level of
alcohol consumption decreases.
The community factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention was the next
significant variable. IVcommunity t(98) = -2.563, p = .012, standard error = .145,
standardized coefficient beta = -.360 and was found to explain 5.06% of the level of
alcohol consumption (part correlation r = -.225). This indicates that the community factor
of the socio-ecological model of prevention explains 5.06% of their level of alcohol
consumption. Specifically the negative correlation indicates that as the level of influence
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by the community factor of the socio-ecological model increases, the level of alcohol
consumption decreases.
Finally, the societal factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention is
discussed. IVsocietal t(98) = 4.195, p < .001, standard error = .121, standardized coefficient
beta = .559 and was found to explain 13.62% of the level of alcohol consumption (part
correlation r = .369). This indicates that the societal factor of the socio-ecological model
of prevention explains 13.62% of their level of alcohol consumption. Specifically, as the
level of influence by the societal factor of the socio-ecological model increases, the level
of alcohol consumption also increases.
Insignificant variables. The insignificant variables of the study were age
(Q2Age) and the relationship factor of the socio-ecological model (TOTALRelation).
Because their statistical significance (p value) was greater an .05, there is a likelihood
that the results could be due to chance. Though these variables were not significant, the
results are discussed.
The first statistically insignificant variable was age. IVage t(98) = 1.106, p = .272,
standard error = .534, standardized coefficient beta = .100 and was found to explain .94%
of the level of alcohol consumption (part correlation r = .097). This indicates that the age
of the student explains .94% of their level of alcohol consumption. However, because the
data was found to be statistically insignificant, no conclusions can be drawn from this
analysis.
Finally, the last variable to be discussed is the relationship factor of the socioecological model of prevention. This variable was also found to be not statistically
significant. IVrelationship t(98) = .483, p = .630, standard error = .125, standardized
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coefficient beta = .068 and was found to explain .18% of the level of alcohol
consumption (part correlation r = .042). This indicates that the relationship factor of the
socio-ecological model of prevention explains .18% of their level of alcohol
consumption. However, because the data was found to be statistically insignificant, no
conclusions can be drawn from this analysis.
As each of the independent variables was evaluated, the hypotheses for this study
were also examined. The discussion for hypotheses testing related to each of the
independent variables will be discussed in Chapter 5: Explanations and Conclusions.

Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the results for the quantitative survey from this study
involving college students’ alcohol consumption and the influences in relation to the
socio-ecological model of prevention. The instrument development, assumption results
for multiple regression analysis, and multiple regression analysis results were identified
and evaluated. Specifically, the model of the study and each of the independent variables
were also evaluated. The next chapter will review the explanations and conclusions of
these findings.
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CHAPTER 5: EXPLANATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
This chapter will address the explanations and implications of the quantitative
study on alcohol consumption and the socio-ecological model of prevention by Missouri
college students. First, the explanations of the key findings of the study will be examined
and discussed as it relates to the hypotheses of the study. Then, other findings will be
explained from the study results that also relate to the hypotheses. Limitations identified
from the study will then be discussed. Finally, the implications of the study will be
addressed and examined.

Explanations
This study examined the relationship between the socio-ecological model of
prevention and the level to which a student consumes alcohol. There are several key
findings that emerged from this study: The relationship between the socio-ecological
model as a whole and the level of alcohol consumption, the relationship between the age
of a student and their level of alcohol consumption, and the relationship between the sex
of the student and their level of alcohol consumption. Additionally, other findings from
the study will be discussed.
The Relationship between the Socio-Ecological Model and the Level of Alcohol
Consumption
The first key finding to be discussed is the relationship between the socioecological model of prevention and the level of alcohol a student consumes. The findings
of this study indicated that model of the study (meaning the six independent variables)
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explained 28.9% of the level of alcohol consumption. This shows that of the all the things
that influences a student’s decision making process and the amount of alcohol they
consume, 28.9% of alcohol consumption is explained by the combination of the socioecological model of prevention as well as the age and sex of the student. This also means
that 71.1% of the level of alcohol a student consumes is not explained by those factors.
This implies that there are still many other influences that impact a student’s decision to
drink that were not discovered by this study. However, what these findings do indicate is
that there is some relationship between the model of this study and the level of alcohol a
student consumes.
The Relationship between Sex of the Student and their Level of Alcohol
Consumption
A second key finding of the study was the relationship between the sex of the
student and their level of alcohol consumption. The finding indicated that 8.18% of
alcohol consumption was explained by the sex of the student. This means that a student’s
level of alcohol consumption is in some relation to their sex. However, because of the
small percentage, no true conclusion of just how impacting that might be on a student’s
alcohol consumption can be determined. What this also indicates, however, is that past
research that relates a person’s sex to their alcohol consumption is not significantly
supported in this study (Matthews, 2001). While the sex of the student does not highly
explain the level of alcohol consumption of that student, it can be concluded that there is
a slight relationship between the two variables.
The findings of this study also revealed pertinent information regarding the sex of
the student and the amount of alcohol they consume. As discussed in Chapter 4, there
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was a negative correlation between the sex of the student and their level of alcohol
consumption. Because of the dichotomous nature of this variable, this indicates that
males consume more alcohol than females. This is true because of the coding of the two
categories of males equaling 0 and females equaling 1. This finding is also consistent
with that found in previous research between the sex of a student and their level of
alcohol consumption (Matthews, 2001).
The Relationship between Age of the Student and their Level of Alcohol
Consumption
Next, the relationship between the age of the student and their level of alcohol
consumption will be discussed and explained. There was no statistical significance with
the findings of this study, indicating that the results are likely due to chance. As discussed
in the literature review, research outside of this study indicates that age has an impact on
the amount of alcohol a student consumes. (Abar & Maggs, 2010). The findings in this
study were not able to support or not support these past findings because of the lack of
statistical significance. Moreover, even if statistical significance was indicated, the results
yielded that only .94% of alcohol consumption is explained by the age of the student,
which would indicate a very small relationship between the two variables.
Other Findings from the Study
Finally, the four factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention were studied
and the explanations of these findings will be discussed. Each of the four factors
indicated some relationship to the level of alcohol consumption of a student. Of the four
factors, the individual, community, and societal factors were found to be statistically
significant. The individual factor was found to explain 4.04%, the community factor was
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found to explain 5.06% of and the societal was found to explain 13.62% of the level of
alcohol consumption of college students. This indicates a relationship between the level
of alcohol consumption and each of these three factors individually.
However, the final factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention, the
relationship factor, was not statistically significant, meaning it is concluded that the
results are likely due to chance. The results, though not statistically significant, the results
yielded that the relationship factor explained .18% of the level of alcohol consumption.
This shows that even if there were significance the relationship between this factor and
alcohol consumption was very small to no relationship between the two variables.
Specifically, this indicates the level to which the individual variable explains the
level of alcohol consumption. This shows that of the four factors of the socio-ecological
model of prevention, the societal factor explains the highest percentage (13.62%) of the
level of alcohol consumption in comparison to the other three factors. The societal factor,
because of the positive correlation, indicates that the more a student is influenced by
societal causes, the more they drink.

Limitations
Through the examination of the findings of this study, several limitations have
been identified and addressed. The limitations of this study include: Voluntary
participation, population size of the study, and time frame of questions regarding alcohol
consumption.

Voluntary Participation Limitation
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The participation in this study was voluntary. Because the survey was voluntary,
the results are not generalisable to a population outside of those who completed the
survey. By conducting a survey that is from a randomly selected population, the results
would potentially be able to be generalized to a larger population of students
Population Size of the Study Limitation
The population size for this study was 99 participants (N=99). This potentially
could have limited the statistical significance of the data. The larger the population of the
survey indicates a greater chance of obtaining statistical significance with the data. A
larger population could also assist with a deeper understanding of the relationship
between the dependent variable and the six independent variables.
Time Frame of Questions regarding Alcohol Consumption Limitations
The questions in the study regarding the student’s alcohol consumption
specifically asked the student to reflect over the past two weeks and 30 days. This time
frame was informed by previous alcohol-related surveys such as the Missouri College
Health Behaviors Survey. Because of this specific time frame, a broad scope of the
drinking behaviors over time is difficult to identify. For example, if the student
completed the survey within a month of being home with family, how might that change
their responses versus responses being within the first month back on campus? By
widening the time frame of which the student is asked to reflect on their responses, a
deeper understanding of their alcohol consumption might be obtained.

Implications
The implications of this study further the scholarly knowledge of the student
influences regarding their alcohol consumption, specifically in regards to the socio76

ecological model of prevention. Additionally, the knowledge gained through this inquiry
broadens the scope of information available in the area of the alcohol consumption and
student influences while in college. The findings here indicate that the student influences
of alcohol consumption in college are broad and students are influenced by many factors
than what have been identified in this study.
Although less insight was gained on the specific influences of alcohol
consumption, there are some implications on how the findings of this study might be used
in the future. This section examines and addresses some of the implications from the
study conducted relating to the socio-ecological model of prevention and the level of
alcohol a student consumes. The main implications will be addressed: Future implications
for alcohol education practitioners and areas for future research.
Future Implications for Alcohol Education Practitioners
Through the examination of the findings in this study, there are several
implications for alcohol education practitioners at higher education institutions in regards
to the level to which students consume alcohol and their influences. These topics include:
Understanding the unique influences of student behavior regarding alcohol consumption
and the use of the socio-ecological model of prevention.
Understanding the unique influences of student behavior. This study revealed
information useful to alcohol education practitioners in regards to working with students
and understanding their influences on their behavior. While the relationship between the
four factors of the socio-ecological model and the level of alcohol consumption did not
yield a large relationship, the data from this study can be a useful tool for practitioners to
work with students and have them reflect on their alcohol consumption behaviors. Asking
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students questions about influences related to each of the four factors may assist in
providing the appropriate type of intervention and prevention. For example, a student
who is highly influenced by the individual factor might be impacted more by one type of
resource versus another.
Students are unique in their influences of behavior. Because the relationship
between the socio-ecological model of prevention and the level of alcohol consumption
was not large, it is important for alcohol education practitioners to be aware of the unique
influences of each student. One approach to alcohol intervention and prevention would
prove to be ineffective. Rather, practitioners should look at each of the four factors of the
model and create resources and programs that effectively influences behaviors of students
at that level. Understanding the uniqueness of each student, guided by the structure of
the four factors of the model, would allow for the deepest impact of alcohol intervention
on college campuses.
However, because the research indicates that there is 71.1% of influences that are
not explained by the model of this study, alcohol education practitioners have a
responsibility to examine what other potential influences might be for students in their
decision making process. Working with students on an individual level could assist in
evaluating these influences. Additionally, recommendations for future areas of research
are addressed later in this section.
The use of the socio-ecological model of prevention. This study indicated a
deeper understanding of the use of the socio-ecological model of prevention at higher
education institutions. This study indicated that there was at least a small relationship
between the socio-ecological model of prevention and the level to which a student
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consumes alcohol. This would imply that an alcohol education practitioner could use the
socio-ecological model as a tool to educate students and raise awareness on their alcohol
consumption and what might influence those behaviors. For example, a student who
might be seeking out information regarding their alcohol use could find it beneficial to
reflect on their greatest influence coming from one of the four factor of the model and
how that affects their decision making process.
Additionally, alcohol education practitioners can use the socio-ecological model
as a resource for designing alcohol intervention and prevention programs. There are
opportunities on college campuses to reach and educate students from a perspective of
each of the four factors. Alcohol education practitioners can take each factor of the socioecological model of prevention and design programs and offer resources that support
students who are influenced on each level of the model.
Alcohol education practitioners can also take into consideration the correlation
between the level of alcohol consumption and the four factors of the model. For example,
if there is a negative correlation, such as that with individual factor and community
factor, these are positive influences on healthy behaviors. This means that the more they
are influenced by those factors, the less they drink. This can be a useful tool in working
with a student. Moreover, if there is a positive correlation, such as the relationship and
societal factors, these can be a negative influence on healthy behaviors. This means that a
student drinks more if they are more influenced by these factors. Utilizing this
information to create resources for students can assist in creating social norms on a
college campus and therefore, buffer the level of influence by these issues.
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Areas for Future Research
As with most research, this study brings about many questions to be answered by
further research. Some areas to be addressed in the future might include the following
topics and questions: Broader scope and definition of the level of alcohol consumption
scale, specific influences under each factor of the socio-ecological model of prevention, a
wider population of students in the study, and a qualitative research study design.
Broadened scope and definition of the level of alcohol consumption scale.
This study defined the level of alcohol consumption in a scale based on the last 30 days
of behavior. A deeper look of alcohol consumption over time, since the first time of
drinking or across an entire academic year, could allow for more significance in the
influences of behavior for students in regards to alcohol consumption. For example, a
clearer picture of influences might be painted when taking into consideration a full year
of family events, group interactions, and academic struggles yield a change in the results
of the influences indicated.
Specific influences under each individual factor. This study specifically looked
at the four factors of the socio-ecological model of prevention by grouping influences
into each one of the four factors. However, a deeper understanding of influences of
student drinking behavior might be revealed through a quantitative study looking at
influences external of the socio-ecological model of prevention.
Additionally, as indicated, the model of this study only explained 28.9% of
alcohol consumption by college students. In looking toward future research, identifying
the other 71.1% of the explanation of alcohol consumption is not only important, but also
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necessary. Future studies might assist in identifying what other influences might be that
impact student behavior regarding alcohol consumption.
A wider population of students in the study. This study was limited to students
at 19 colleges and universities in the state of Missouri. By expanding the study to a larger
region and yield a larger response of students, the results of the survey could gain greater
significance in the results.
Qualitative case study research. This study was quantitative in nature. More
information may be added to the scholarly knowledge of this topic by utilizing some of
the topics in this study and introducing them into a qualitative case study format with a
small focus group of students. This could assist in creating a deeper understanding of
what influences specific students to consume alcohol while in college.

Chapter Summary
This chapter reviewed the explanations and conclusions of the quantitative survey
conducted for this study. The implications of this study were addressed including future
research recommendations. Alcohol consumption on college campuses, specifically binge
drinking, has been increasingly problematic for college administrators and a deeper
understanding of what influences this behavior is necessary. There are many factors that
play a role in this process. This study examined the relationship between the level to
which a student consumes alcohol while in college and the socio-ecological model of
prevention. This quantitative study attempted to identify the reasons and influences why a
student consumes alcohol during their college experience in an effort to explain useful
intervention resources to support students throughout their college experience.
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Summary of the Study
Alcohol on college campuses will continue to be a battle that college
administrators need to fight. Educating students and understanding what influences their
behavior is a first step in promoting a healthy and safe environment on college campuses.
This study examined some of the influences to student behavior regarding alcohol
consumption. The next step is to be able to educate students and create awareness of
those influences while continually researching other factors that make an impact to this
growing epidemic on college campuses. By adding to the scholarly knowledge of this
area, this study can assist colleges in taking that next step.
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APPENDIX A
Content Validity Instrument
Comprehensiveness of the Alcohol Influences Survey Instrument Questions
List of items

Appropriateness

Clarity

Category Relation

Please think about the
items listed below.

1=Item is NOT
appropriate
2=Item needs major
revisions to be
appropriate
3=Item needs minor
revisions to be
appropriate
4=Item IS appropriate

1=Item is NOT clear
2=Item needs major
revisions to be clear
3=Item needs minor
revisions to be clear
4=Item IS clear

1= Demographics
2= Alcohol Use
Influence
3= Alcohol Use
Behaviors

1. What is your sex?

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

2. What is your age?

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

3. What is your year
in school?

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

4. What is your
racial background?

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

5. How would you

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

classify your
drinking behaviors?
6. On average, how

many drinks (One
alcohol drink = 4-5
oz. wine, 12 oz.
beer, 1 oz. shot) per
month do you
consume:
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7. On average, please

indicate the number
of days you drank in
a 30 day period
8. Please indicate the
number of days you
drank in the last two
weeks.
9. Think over the

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

past two weeks.
How many times
have you had 5 or
more drinks at one
sitting? (One
alcohol drink = 4-5
oz. wine, 12 oz.
beer, 1 oz. shot)
10. Think over the
1 2 3 4
past 30 days. How
Comments:
many times have you
had 5 or more drinks
within a 2 hour
period? (One
alcoholic drink = 4-5
oz. wine, 12 oz.
beer, 1 oz. shot)
11. How influenced
are you by the
following: Your

attendance at family
events
12. How influenced
are you by the
following: The types

of behaviors of your
friends
13. How influenced
are you by the
following:

Participation in
programs and
activities on campus
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14. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

portrayal of campus
life in the media
15. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

behavior of your
family members
16. How influenced
are you by the
following: Social

gatherings with
friends
17. How influenced
are you by the
following: The time

spent with campus
involvement
18. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

perception of college
life on your campus
19. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

amount of alcohol
family members
consume
20. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

amount of alcohol
your friends
consume
21. How influenced
are you by the
following:

Knowledge of and
use of campus
resources
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22. How influenced

are you by the
following: The
presence of alcohol
at family events
23. How influenced
are you by the
following: Your

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

perception of college
in movies/television
24. How influenced
are you by the
following: Your

religious values
25. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

behaviors in groups
of which you are
involved
26. How influenced
are you by the
following:

Alternative programs
provided on campus
27. How influenced
are you by the
following: The time

requirements of your
academic fields
28. How influenced
are you by the
following: College

life as it appears on
the news
29. How influenced
are you by the
following: Your

religious culture and
events
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30. How influenced
are you by the
following: The type

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

of group activities
you attend
31. How influenced
are you by the
following: Alcohol

education provided
on campus
32. How influenced
are you by the
following: Retailers

selling alcohol on or
near campus
33. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

presence of alcohol
at religious
celebrations
34. How influenced
are you by the
following:

Expectations of
college as set up the
community
35. How influenced
are you by the
following: Your

ability to perform
well academically
36. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

accessibility to
obtain alcohol on or
near campus
37. How influenced
are you by the
following: The

presence of alcohol
87

at group events

38. How influenced
are you by the
following:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3 4
Comments:

1 2 3
Comments:

Participation in
alcohol
education/alternative
programs
39. How influenced
are you by the
following:

Bars/restaurants
serving alcohol on or
near campus
40. How influenced
are you by the
following: Desire to

receive good
grades/maintain your
GPA

Overall conprehensiveness of the Alcohol Influences Survey Instrument

Please think about the
following:

Appropriateness

Clarity

1=Measure is NOT
appropriate
2=Measure needs major
revisions to be appropriate
3=Measure needs minor
revisions to be appropriate
4=Measure IS appropriate

1=Measure is NOT clear
2=Measure needs major
revisions to be clear
3=Measure needs minor
revisions to be clear
4=Measure IS clear

Please rate the OVERALL
1
2
instrument
Comments:
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3

4

1

2

Comments:

3

4

Overall Comprehensiveness of the Alcohol Influences Survey Instrument
(continued)
Now I would like you to indicate any items that should be deleted from the Alcohol
Influences Survey Instrument:
Delete the following items
Reasons items should be deleted
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Overall Comprehensiveness of the Alcohol Influences Survey Instrument
(continued)
Now I would like you to indicate any items that should be added to the Alcohol
Influences Survey Instrument:
Add the following items:

Reasons items should be added
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Suggested category

APPENDIX B
Recruitment Statement for Research Participants
Dear Missouri College Student,
I am a doctoral graduate student at Saint Louis University, conducting a research
study titled ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION AT MISSOURI POSTSECONDARY
INSTITUTIONS AND THE SOCIO-ECOLOGICAL MODEL OF PREVENTION (IRB
Approval 17067). This letter is to request your participation in this research. As you may
know, alcohol use and abuse is a growing issue on college campuses and each day new
challenges arise. The purpose of the current study is to understand what influences
student behavior regarding alcohol use and its relationship to a prevention model known
as the Socio-Ecological Model.
Your participation in this study will involve completing a short survey, which
asks you to describe your perceptions and influences on your behavior regarding alcohol
consumption. Should you choose to complete the survey, simply click ‘continue’ below.
Your participation should take no longer than 15 minutes.
The risks to you as a participant in this study are minimal, such as loss of
anonymity. To ensure anonymity, you will never be asked to fill out your name on the
survey. Additionally, you are free to stop participating at any time. You may also skip
any questions that make you feel uncomfortable. Your participation may not benefit you
directly. The greater community may benefit from your participation by helping to
identify specific influences regarding alcohol use by students on college campuses. This
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can allow for a deeper understanding of effective prevention resources on colleges
campuses.

The results of this study may be published in the newspaper or in an academic
journal, but your responses will always remain anonymous. Again, at no time will you be
asked to report your name or identity. Your participation is voluntary and you may
choose not to participate. If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact
me at (314) 977-1519. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a participant,
please contact the Saint Louis University Institutional Review Board at (314) 977-2029.
Please fill out the survey questionnaire by clicking ‘continue’. The survey will
close at 11:59PM CST on February 4, 2011.
Thank you very much for your cooperation and participation.
Janelle A. Densberger, B.A., M.A.
Doctoral Candidate
Saint Louis University
St. Louis, MO 63103
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APPENDIX C
Survey and Results
Q1. What is your sex?
#
1
2

Answer
Male
Female

Responses
22
77

Total

99

#

Answer

Response

1

Under 18

0

2
3

18
19

22
26

4
5
6

20
21
22

26
18
5

7
8

23
Over 23

2
0

Total

99

Q2. What is your age?

Q3. What is your year in school?
#

Answer

Response

1
2

Freshman
Sophomore

41
22

3
4
5

Junior
Senior
Graduate Student

19
15
2

Total

99

93

Q4. What is your racial background? (check all that apply):
#
1

Answer
White/Caucasian

Response
87

2

African American

3

3
4

Hispanic
Asian

2
5

5

Native American

0

6

Pacific Islander

1

7

Other

1

Total

99

Q5. How would you classify your drinking behaviors:
#
1

Answer
Non-Drinker

2

Light drinker: 1-2 drinks per event AND 3-4 days of
drinking per month

3
4

Response
20

Moderate/Social drinker: 2-3 drinks per event AND
6-8 days of drinking per month
Heavy drinker: 4+ drinks per event AND 10+ days
of drinking per month
Total

22
40
17
99
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Q6. On average, how many drinks (One alcohol drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer, 1 oz.
shot) per month do you consume:
#

Answer

Response

1

0 drinks

19

2

1-10 drinks

29

3

11-20 drinks

17

4

21-25 drinks

17

5

26-30 drinks

7

6

More than 30 drinks

10

Total

99

Q7. On average, please indicate the number of days you drank in a 30 day period:
#
1

Answer
0 days

Response
22

2
3

1-2 days
3-5 days

13
17

4
5
6

6-9 days
10-20 days
21-30 days

32
13
2

Total

99

Q8. Please indicate the number of days you drank in the last two weeks.
#

Answer

Response

1
2

0 days
1-2 days

26
26

3
4

3-5 days
6-8 days

35
4

5
6

9-10 days
11-14 days

8
0

Total

99
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Q9. Think over the past two weeks. How many times have you had 5 or more drinks at
one sitting? (One alcohol drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer, 1 oz. shot)
#
1

Answer
0

Response
48

2
3

1
2

15
15

4
5

3
4

9
6

6

5 or more

6

Total

99

Q10. Think over the past 30 days. How many times have you had 5 or more drinks
within a 2 hour period? (One alcoholic drink = 4-5 oz. wine, 12 oz. beer, 1 oz.
shot)
#

Answer

Response

1
2

0 times
1-2 times

48
30

3
4

3-5 times
6-9 times

9
7

5
6

10-20 times
21-30 times

4
1

Total

99

Q11-30. The following questions are in regards to your CURRENT perceptions of your
influences regarding alcohol consumption. On a scale of 1-6, how significantly do the
following influence your alcohol consumption behaviors in college:
(Responses on following page)
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#

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Question

Your attendance at family
events
The types of behaviors of
your friends
Participation in programs
and activities on campus
The portrayal of campus life
in the media
The behavior of your family
members
Social gatherings with
friends
The time spent with campus
involvement

Low

!

---

---

"

High

Response

34

13

10

16

11

15

99

12

10

16

20

28

13

99

25

13

16

24

16

5

99

36

19

16

15

12

2

99

23

24

12

13

16

11

99

9

5

15

15

32

23

99

20

17

22

21

16

3

99

8

The perception of college
life on your campus

25

18

22

15

10

9

99

9

The amount of alcohol
family members consume

30

19

16

15

10

9

99

10

The amount of alcohol your
friends consume

14

8

15

21

26

15

99

39

17

27

11

4

1

99

25

18

19

21

12

4

99

30

20

20

13

8

8

99

38

17

16

14

7

7

99

17

8

19

22

25

8

99

34

23

18

15

6

3

99

7

15

18

15

21

23

99

34

26

20

8

4

9

99

39

19

16

10

8

7

99

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Knowledge of and use of
campus resources
The presence of alcohol at
family events
Your perception of college
in movies/television
Your religious values
The behaviors in groups of
which you are involved
Alternative programs
provided on campus
The time requirements of
your academic fields
College life as it appears on
the news
Your religious culture and
events

97

#

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Question

The type of group activities
you attend
Alcohol education provided
on campus
Retailers selling alcohol on
or near campus
The presence of alcohol at
religious celebrations
Expectations of college as
set up the community
Your ability to perform well
academically
The accessibility to obtain
alcohol on or near campus
The presence of alcohol at
group events
Participation in alcohol
education/alternative
programs
Bars/restaurants serving
alcohol on or near campus
Desire to receive good
grades/maintain your GPA

Low

!

---

---

"

High

Response

15

9

18

21

27

9

99

45

15

18

10

9

2

99

30

26

15

15

9

4

99

56

18

12

7

4

2

99

33

17

27

9

10

3

99

9

7

9

17

25

32

99

27

14

18

19

12

9

99

16

10

16

27

18

12

99

44

19

14

15

4

3

99

27

11

18

19

15

9

99

11

3

10

14

23

38

99

98
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